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The purpose of this study was to determine the effect
of school expenditure, and selected social economic
variables on student achievement and dropout rates in the
three geographic areas of the state of Georgia. In
addition, the study examined the differences in students''
achievement levels in the three geographic areas involved
in this study. To facilitate the study, data for school
expenditures, school dropout rates and student achievement
variables were obtained from the Georgia Department of
Education, while data for social economic variables were
collected from the Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Census (1990), Atlanta, Georgia. The total sample
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consisted of 90 school districts randomly selected from
the 187 school districts in the state of Georgia. The
research findings on the effect of school expenditure
variables on student achievement were mixed; but, per
person income and community educational attainment level
were found to be the best predictors of student
achievement. In addition, the study found significant
differences in student achievement between; <1) metro and
rural grade 10 mathematics test scores; C2) urban and
rural grade 10 mathematics test scores; <3) metro and
urban grade 3 reading test scores; (4) metro and rural
grade 3 reading test scores; and (5) metro and rural grade
6 reading test scores. The researcher recommended further
research to examine the effect of school expenditure
variables on student achievement in individual schools,
other factors not used in this study that might influence
student achievement, as well as the effect of school
expenditures on student achievement based on specified
school programs.
2
SCHOOL EXPENDITURES AND SELECTED SOCIOECONOMIC VARIABLES
AS PREDICTORS OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND
DROPOUT RATES IN GEORGIA
A DISSERTATION
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF CLARK ATLANTA UNIVERSITY
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR
THE DEGREE OF DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
BY
FELIX C. ANYIKIRE








A project of this magnitude is never accomplished by
one individual, but requires the encouragement and
assistance of a number of people.
This work is dedicated to my parents. Chief and Mrs.
L.A. Anyikire, who gave me sound philosophy of life by
which to live and who taught me the value of education.
It is my hope that this work will represent a memorial to
them and their efforts to improve education and their
community during their lifetime.
My special thanks and appreciation to Dr. Trevor
Turner, my professor, advisor, and committee chairperson,
for his dedicated services to the students of CAU and his
valuable assistance to me.
Special thanks and recognition go to Dr. Phillip
Bradley and Dr. Sydney Rabsatt who served on my committee
and for their support throughout this study.
Deep appreciation and recognition are due my wife Dr.
Genniver Bel 1-Anyikire for her encouragement, love and
patience.
Finally, to my children, Uchenna, Chika, Ugochia and
Chinwe for their comfort and love.
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
LIST OF TABLES iv
LIST OF FIGURES ix
CHAPTER
I. Statement of Problem 1
Purpose of the Study 4
Significance of Study 5
Summary and Conclusion 7
II. Review of Selected, Related Literature 9
Foundation Studies 9
Research Background Relating to Input .. 17
Research Background on Output Variables 26
Dissertation Research 33
Summary/Conclusion 50
III. Theoretical Framework 51
Definition of Variables 52
Relationship Among Variables 57




Code definitions and Source of Variables 91
Description of Data and Models 93
V. Research Findings 96
VI. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations .... 148
APPENDIX A
Per Pupil School Expenditures/Metro 165
APPENDIX B
Per Pupil Expenditures/Urban 166
APPENDIX C
Per Pupil Expenditures/Rural 167
APPENDIX D
Student Achievement In Math and Reading/Metro ... 168
APPENDIX E
Student Achievement In Math and Readlng/Urban ... 169
APPENDIX F
Student Achievement in Math and Reading/Rural ... 170
APPENDIX G





1. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Mathematics Grade 1 97
2. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Mathematics Grade 1 98
3. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Mathematics Grade 1 99
4. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Mathematics Grade 3 100
5. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Mathematics Grade 3 101
6. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Mathematics Grade 3 102
7. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Mathematics Grade 6 103
8. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Mathematics Grade 6 104
9. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Mathematics Grade 6 10510.A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Mathematics Grade 8 106
V
11. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Mathematics Grade 8 107
12. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Mathematics Grade 8 108
13. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Mathematics Grade 10 110
14. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Mathematics Grade 10 112
15. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Mathematics Grade 10 113
16. A summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Reading Grade 1 114
17. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Reading Grade 1 115
18. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Reading Grade 1 116
19. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Reading Grade 3 117
20. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Reading Grade 3 118
21. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Reading Grade 3 119
22. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Reading Grade 6 121
Vi
23. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Reading Grade 6 122
24. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Reading Grade 6 123
25. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Reading Grade 8 124
26. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Reading Grade 8 125
27. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Reading Grade 8 126
28. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Reading Grade 10 127
29. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Reading Grade 10 128
30. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Reading Grade 10 129
31. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Metro
Dropout Rates 130
32. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Urban
Dropout Rates 131
33. A Summary of Regression Analysis for Rural
Dropout Rates 132
34. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Mattematics Grade 1 133
35. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Mathematics Grade 3 134
36. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Mathematics Grade 6 135
37. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Mathematics Grade 8 137
38. Tukey''s test Multiple of Equal Sample
size for Mathematics Grade 8 137
39. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Mathematics Grade 10 139
40. Tukey's test Multiple of Equal Sample
size for Mathematics Grade 10 139
41. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Reading Grade 1 140
42. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Reading Grade 3 141
43. Tukey''s test of Multiple Equal Sample
size for Reading Grade 3 141
44. A Summary of F - ratio results for
Reading Grade 6 143
45. Tukey''s test of Multiple Equal Sample
size for Reading Grade 6 143
46. A Summary of F - ratio results for
V i i i
Reading Grade 8 144
47. A Summary of F- ratio results for
Reading Grade 10 146
48. Tukey's test of Multiple Equal Sample
size for Reading Grade 10 146
49. A Summary of F- ratio results for
Dropout Rates 147




1. Scheme of the input-output approach by Averch,
Carroll, Donaldson, Klesling and Pincus 59
2. A model of aggregate educational process by
Armor 61





Some of the most important educational problems facing
students, parents and educators today are: (1) the huge
rising per pupil school expenditures which show signs of
outgrowing the capabilities of parents and tax payers to
meet the demand; <2) disequi1ibria in the access to
quality education and resources; and <3> high rates of
school dropout.
The increasing rise in per pupil school expenditures
has placed a stressful situation on parents, educators and
researcher in the fie.ld, causing them to question the
impact of high school system expenditures on student
academic achievement; this is particularly true in low
socioeconomic areas.
Educators and policymakers are faced today with
questions such as: How can students be educated most
efficiently? How can schools provide the most learning
for the least money? And in the face of declining student
achievement and shortages in tax dollars, what is the most
effective way to educate students?
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Some educators and organizations have asserted that
any failures of the school, if there were failures at all,
were due to inadequate finances. They suggested that more
educational dollars spent on students from low income
backgrounds would improve student achievement (Coffman,
1970).
However, the evidence gathered from compensatory
education programs suggested that additional dollars
rarely produce any measurable Improvement in educational
output for most students. The fact is that more dollars
spent on children in no way assures that the children
will be better off educationally. For example the U.S.
Office of Education (1970), after evaluating the effects
of monies allocated under Title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965, concluded that on the
basis of reading scores, “a child who participated in
Title I project had only a 19% chance of significant
achievement gain, a 13% chance of significant loss and 68%
chance of no change at all (relative to norms).
Thus, monetary allocation decisions are made on the
basis of conventional wisdom. For example, massive
increases in budgets are allocated to such costly
resources as more personnel for reducing class size while
alternative ways of improving the school outcomes may not
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be considered or are rejected outright, without
considering whether they produce greater improvements in
educational outcomes for the additional expenditures.
During the past two decades, policymakers have been
preoccupied with education equity issues, including the
expansion of equal opportunity and the fairness of
resources allocation. Recently, the attention of
policymakers has shifted to the adequacy of educational
support facing the entire nation.
Nationwide, the high school dropout rate is reportedly
over 25% of the school population (Walling, 1985) and
educators are searching for effective programs to keep
students in school until graduation. Numerous authors
have documented factors that affect students'" behavior
which correlate with the decision to leave school. The
National Education Association (1983) projects that nearly
half of the children born in 1980 will live in single
parent families before they turn 18. There has been a
sharp rise in the dropout rate from 1972 to 1982. Only
72.8 percent of high school students graduated in 1982
compared to 77.2 percent in 1972. The result has been
demand for more school programs in areas such as drug and
alcohol education, sex and health education and guidance.
However, the need for further investigation on
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relationships between student dropout and school
expenditure factors remain to be uncovered.
Educational decision makers at the local, state and
federal levels need to make decisions in matters regarding
the most effective and efficient combination of scarce
resources (monies) in order to provide quality education.
They need to be cognizant of the impact of school
expenditures on all educational outputs.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
This present macro-level investigation explains and
examines school resources and pupil achievements in three
subgroups of school districts (systems) that were
classified on the basis of population. The three subgroups
are: (1) Metropolitan school districts; (2) Urban school
districts; (3) Rural school districts. There are
different demographic and resource patterns among these
sub-populations with discretionary local revenue enabling
wealthy districts to purchase or supply more additional
educational resources. In addition, the community
educational attainment level provides human resources to
the school. Specifically, this study attempted to
determine the relationship and levels of impact of some
selected school system expenditure factors on student
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achievement In reading and mathematics, and on dropout
rates for grades 1,3,6,8 and 10, as well as examine the
differences among the mean scores of students^ achievement
for the stated grades in metro, urban and rural districts
in the state of Georgia (USA).
The school systems'expend!ture factors under
investigation included: (1) Per pupil instructional
expenditure; (2) per pupil services expenditures; (3) per
pupil staff services expenditures; (4) per pupil general
administrative expenditures; (5) per pupil school
administration expenditures; (6) per pupil maintenance and
operation expenditures. These variables (factors) cover
the total range of school expenses for the state of
Georgia except for those related to Interest on loans,
food, investments and transfers, transportation and
employee benefits expenditures.
The selected socioeconomic variables were: (1)
personal income of counties involved in this study; (2)
the school district's community educational attainment;
and (3) local support effort to the school system.
SIGNIFICANCE OF STUDY
This study will serve as a measure of educational
strength of the school systems' expenditure factors; it
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will help to provide an assessment and evaluation of their
effectiveness and efficiency, measured against students^
academic performance and the system's dropout rate.
Secondly, this study Investigated the relationships
between local effort to support schools, the community
educational attainment level, and the community personal
income level on the selected student performance
variables, in addition to the analysis of differences
among the mean scores of the outlined demographic areas.
This will help answer such questions as: are schools
disadvantaged of wealth also disadvantaged of effective
and efficient education? And, are there any differences
in students' achievement levels in metro, urban, and rural
school districts? Lastly, the present study attempted to
determine if there is any difference in student
performance (output) among the three demographic
subgroups.
Though there have been many cost analysis and
input-output studies during the past three decades in
educational settings, there remains a need to replicate
this type of study in each specific setting. Evidence has
shown that variables may be relating to and interacting
with each other in different fashions with particular
groups, as has been shown by Burkhead (1967) and Hanushek
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(1986). Therefore, it seems desirable to produce more
information which in addition to the existing data, will
provide a stronger basis for rational decision-making and
educational evaluation of schools.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
The content of chapter one provides us with an insight
into the concerns of educators, parents, taxpayers, and
policymakers toward the rising school systems' per pupil
expenditures, and the need of educational decision-makers
to be more cognizant of the impact of school expenditures
on students' educational performance.
Before examining carefully the relationship between
educational expenditures to student achievement, there is
a need to investigate the role of school expenditure
factors and socioeconomic variables on student
achievement. The sharp rise in school dropout rates
across the nation has made it one of the major concerns of
educators and parents. From the review of literature
there is need to replicate input output studies in
different settings, because variables may interact
differently with different populations.
The following chapters in this study will provide the
reader with in-depth ideas and the procedures which this
7
study will follow. These Include: Review of Literature;
Methods of Data Collection; Theoretical Framework;




This chapter is designed to investigate the available
research literature relative to the study. The review
focuses on various educational expenditures, socioeconomic
variables, methods of educational finance and educational
outputs. It is divided into four parts. Part I focuses
on foundation research studies on educational inputs and
quality education during the period between 1910 - 1960.
Parts II and III review research relative to educational
inputs and outputs. Part IV investigates related
dissertation research*. The conclusion will provide an
analysis of the studies relative to the present study.
Foundation Studies on Educational Inputs and
Quality of Education Purina 1910-1960
This section introduces the advancements made in the
field of education during the early part of the nineteenth
century which paved the way to studies that followed in
the field up to 1960. The studies marked the beginning of
the use of quantitative techniques to determine the
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quality of education. The early researchers and educators
primarily were concerned with the relationship between
educational inputs and school outputs predominantly known
as quality of education. Gross measures were used as
indicators of both educational input and output variables.
The introduction of new measurement techniques had
been a major shift in the form of inquiry in education.
Ayers (1920) compared this change with similar
developments in other areas of study. He stated:
They [those who would work to develop
ways of measuring education] scan the
history of science and remember that through
the development of measurement astronomy grew
out of astrology, chemistry emerged from
alchemy, and physics developed from mystery.
They read the history of education and realize
that the astonishing progress of the past
decade has come from shifting the form of
inquiry from asking, what results can or
might we get? to what results are we
getting? (p.8).
During Ayers' era, researchers in the educational
field were not concerned with the identification of
determinants of the quality of education, but with the
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construction of a quantitative standard of the quality of
education. The ranking of state, city, and county school
systems based upon quantitative standards given identified
educational quality was used (Ferrell, 1936). The
variables looked upon or measured were students''
attendance, enrollment, school plant, teacher training,
school finance, achievement, class size, supervision,
literacy and other measures involved in higher education.
Ayers (1920) developed a criteria made up of ten
factors which measure the rank of the state school system.
These factors were:
1. Percent of student daily school attendance.
2. Average school days attended per child of
school age.
3. Expenditure per pupil for purpose other than
teachers' salaries.
4. Expenditure per teacher for salaries.
5. Average number of days that the school was
in operation.
6. Percent that high school attendance was of
total attendance.
7. Ratio of boys to girls in high school.
8. Average annual expenditure per child
attending school.
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9. Average annual expenditure per child of
school age.
10. Average annual expenditure per teacher employed.
Ayers used this index and calculated ratings of the
quantity and quality of education for the Unites States
yearly, from 1871 to 1918. Ayers did the same computation
in 1890, 1900, 1910, 1916 and 1918 for individual states.
Though Ayers^ work attracted national attention, his
established method of research did not explore or examine
the relationship between inputs and quality of schools;
however, they set the necessary foundation for
input-quality of education studies in the recent years.
Turner C1929) used five of the measures developed by
Ayers as input, an index of educational quality as output.
He was interested in establishing the effects that
schooling might have on wealth, welfare, virtue of the
individual, and society one generation later. Turner used
percent of students" school daily attendance, average days
by each child of school age, average number of days
schools were kept open, percent that high school
attendance was of total attendance, and ratio of boys to
girls in high schools, to compute the quality of schooling
for 1890, 1900, 1910 and 1918.
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Powell (1933) In his studies grouped educational
expenditure into three levels (low, middle, and high)
which were used as input variables. Powell's work
provided the foundation for an approach to cost-quality
studies of the 1930's, after identifying the need to
investigate the internal characteristics of educational
programs and the amount of expenditures that should be
required as a minimum expenditure in the state.
The Educational Conference Board of New York State
(1942-43) conducted a study to discover the extent to
which opportunities in school were related to the
expenditure level of the school district. The research
findings showed that higher expenditure schools tended to
be making more use of a given pattern of educational
practices than either of the middle or lower expenditure
schools. Until 1949 the research findings had been that
higher expenditure schools were better than lower
expenditure schools in providing educational quality. In
contrast to these findings, Woollatt (1949) conducted a
study to see if the established findings of previous
researchers on relationship between cost and quality is
true for financially favored schools, and to determine the
point of diminishing returns for money spent in
metropolitan schools. Woollatt's results, indicated that
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even at levels of expenditure far above those commonly
found throughout the country, the quality of education
continued to improve and that schools do not seem to have
approached the point of diminishing returns.
The works of Brickel (1953), Teresa (1955), and
Campbell (1956) were conducted to investigate the
relationship between expenditures and quality of schools,
and to support the findings of the previous studies. As
Mort and Reusser (1951) stated:
Every empirical study of the
relationship between expenditure level and
quality of education adds its bit to the
presumption that the relationship in
acceptably organized districts suggest that
schools that spend more, contribute more to
the 1ife-long personal happiness of their
charges and to the social and economic
strength of Americans as a people (pp. 9-10).
In the 1960s'' educational researchers continued the
search for the other factors that affect educational
quality. Socioeconomic factors as a determinant of the
quality of education, drew the attention of social
scientists in 1966, after Coleman''s et al . report titled
Equality of Educational Opportunity (EEO Report). The EEO
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report was presented in response to section 402 of the
civil rights Act of 1964 which charged:
Sec. 402. The commissioner shal1
conduct a survey and make a report to the
President and the Congress within two years
of the enactment of this title, concerning
the lack of availability of equal educational
opportunities for individuals by reason
of race, color, religion, or national origin
in public educational institutions at all
levels in the United States, its territories
and possessions and the District of Columbia (p.ll).
The EEC report was conducted: (a) to determine the
extent of racial and ethnic segregation in public schools;
Cb) to find out the extent to which public schools offer
equal educational opportunities; <c) to determine the
extent of students^ learning as measured by their
performance on standardized achievement tests; and <d) to
determine possible relationships between students^
achievement and school factors. Coleman and associates
involved 570,000 students, 60,000 teachers and 4100
schools in their survey. After processing data it was
concluded that:
Schools bring little influence to
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bear on a child's achievement that is
Independent of his background and general
social context; and that this very lack of
an independent effect means that the
inequalities imposed on children by their
home, neighborhood, and peer environment are
carried along to become the inequalities with
which they confront adult life at the end of
school. For equality of educational opportunity
through the schools must imply a strong effect
of schools that is independent of the child's
immediate social environment, and that strong
independent effect is not present in American
schools (Coleman, 1966, p. 325).
In an effort to identify the possible relationships
between students' achievement and student background, the
EEC report used students' scores on a verbal ability test
as school output and: (a> urbanism; (b> parent education;
<c> structural integrity of the home; (d) size of family:
(e) reading materials in the home; and <f) parents'
interest in education, were used as subfactors of student
background. The EEO report maintained that these factors
accounted for about 10-25% of the variance in individuals'
verbal ability while school factors were responsible for
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only a small part of school-to-school variations.
It is important to note that it was partly the result
of controversy over the EEO report that effective school
researchers and advocates emerged in the 1970s; Weber
<1971), Brookover <1976), Rutter <1979), and Edmonds
<1978). Although there are variations in school
effectiveness research, five factors seem to be consistent
across the studies. These are:
1. Strong instructional leadership by the
principal.
2. Clear instructional focus.
3. High expectations and standards.
4. Safe and orderly climate.
5. Frequent monitoring of student
achievement.
The ongoing controversy among social scientists and
educators over factors that determine educational quality
and effective schools has been a strong force that leads
to a continual search for ways to deal with problems
surrounding educational quality and students'' achievement.
Research Background Relating to School
Expenditure Variables <Input)
A comprehensive review and analysis of school
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expenditure studies is an important departure point in the
quest to understand and improve school productivity. It
will illuminate reform by identifying state, school
district, school and classroom attributes which correlate
with or influence students' performance. These insights
will suggest new relations to be examined, strategies for
future investigations, and theory building, as well as,
guidelines for allocation of funds in public schools.
A greater percentage of cost analysis studies from
the 1960s, indicated a significant relationship between
per pupil expenditure and student achievement on
standardized tests (Burkhead, 1967; Kiesling, 1965; and
Rajpal, 1969). Burkhead (1967) reported that increased
expenditure could reduce dropout rates. Coleman (1966)
reported under his EEO findings that:
The general picture that al1 these
results give of schools that come closest to
taking full advantage of their student input
is one with generally greater resources.
The relations are not large, but they are all
in the direction of some what higher achievement,
higher per pupil instructional expenditure, a
curriculum that offers greater challenges (p. 316).
Lyle (1968) conducted an analysis of over thirty
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studies carried out from 1960 tO 1967 and concluded that
per pupil expenditure was generally refuted as a key
determinant of students'' educational achievement. Dunnell
<1971) in an input, output analysis of major determinants
of expenditures in suburban elementary schools, pointed
out that fiscal resources for education like expenditures
on personnel, facilities, supplies and materials do not
significantly influence students achievement. Dunnell
suggested that other foregone opportunities such as
student time, and parents. Jointly shared resources on
student performance.
However, with the mixed results pertaining to the
impact of expenditure on educational output since the past
decade, Rumbaugh and Associates <1972) attributed the
inconsistency to geographic location, metropolitan status,
wealth, class size, educational load, student
socioeconomic status, educational need, race, proportion
of students and subject context. Several researchers,
among them Winkler < 1972) and TalImadge <1973), found
little or no significant relationship between expenditure
and educational outcome.
Given the complications surrounding the research
results on the impact of expenditure on students'
performance, the New York State Education Department
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(1972) conducted a survey of Input-output analysis. It
was found that one out of the five studies find no
significant relationship between the administrators and
students academic performance. Four out of the sixteen
researchers failed to discover a significant relationship
between teachers' salaries and students' academic
achievement. Seventeen out of thirty studies did not find
a significant effect of gross expenditure levels on
students' achievement. None of the three researchers
investigating the relationship between cost per pupil for
Instructional material and student achievement reported
any significant. However, as a consequence of
inconsistency among studies over the impact of expenditure
on students performance any conclusion is far from
definitive and has been an issue of continued debate among
educators.
Hymes (1982) pointed out in his research on school
budgeting that school districts did vary in their budget
choices according to the degree of fiscal constraint they
experience; therefore, the impact of per pupil expenditure
on students' achievement as well varied over a period of
time. Miner (1983), estimating adequate school spending
by state, based on National average service levels,
utilized projection method in the following areas of
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school expenditure per pupil: <1) instructional
expenditure; (2) plant operation and maintenance
expenditure; (3) administration expenditure;<4)
transportation services expenditure; (5) food
expenditures; C6) attendance, health and other services
expenditure; and <7) fixed charges expenditure. Although
Miner established what could be regarded as adequate
expenditure level per pupil in his study, he did not show
how it correlates relative to student educational
performance.
Wendling and Cohen <1981) in their study measured the
association between school resources and school average
achievement levels in reading and mathematics, for third
grade students in New York. They found after regression
statistical process, that the following resulted: <1)
greater teacher quality as measured by experience and
degree status, was related to students*' achievement; <2)
both operating expenditure per pupil and instructional
expenditure per pupil were related to students''
achievement; (3) the pupil/teacher ratio was related to
students'' achievement; <4) school size was only
occasionally associated with students' achievement.
Hartman and Rivernburg <1985), in searching for
budget allocation patterns across the forty-six Oregon
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school districts, found that support services and
administrative expenditures have less direct relationship
with student achievement. Following this study. Brock
(1986) conducted a study which investigated the
relationship between pupil achievement and per pupil total
school expenditure in 76 unitary county school districts
in Kentucky. After collecting achievement test data for
grades 3,5,7, and 10 in reading and mathematics. Brock
regressed per pupil expenditure with the achievement tests
score for the individual grade levels. The results of the
study revealed that total expenditure per pupil had more
significant impact on mathematics test scores than on
reading test scores.
Sederberg and Hendrix (1988) correlated weighted unit
expenditure and service unit costs in Minnesota. The
weightings were logical allocative responses that
recognized: (a) half-day kindergarten required about half
the resources needed for full-day instruction in grades
1-6; and <b) lower enrollments in specialized secondary
elective courses plus additional support services
required, on average, 1.4 times the resources needed to
serve an average student in grades in 1-6. Sederberg and
Hendrix (1988) stated:
A valid measure of input resources is
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essential for managerial assessment and
the concept of cost has assumed growing
importance in educational financial
management and evaluation.
However, the study only examined the correlation
between weighted unit expenditure and service for:
expenditure per meals served; expenditure per pupil
transportation; expenditure per student in grades K-12;
expenditure per student in grades K-6; and expenditure per
student in grades 7-12 for instruction which does not
represent the total school expenditure factors. The study
found that there is correlation among all variables except
for food service.
Levin, Muller and Sandoval <1987) examined the
varying cost of providing equivalent education services
and facilities in cities, suburbs and rural areas. The
analysis provided a great deal of basic information on the
comparative spending power of the educational monies among
school districts. After the extensive comparative study
Levin and associates made the following findings: large
cities have equivalent educational services which reduces
the purchasing power of its educational monies relative to
other school district; cities have other unique fiscal
constraints in raising and allocating of funds for
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education such as the additional demand on tax dollars for
non-educat1onal public services; the higher cost cities,
incur additional debt because they have many students with
different educational needs. The study also found that
the student average achievement levels for the majority of
the central cities in each state examined are below the
statewide average achievement in mathematics and reading.
The achievement levels in suburban districts are above the
state average in each state while the highest average
achievement levels are found in the rural districts.
King, Wilcox and Taylor <1989) examined the
relationship among wealth, need, resource allocation, and
pupil achievement across North Carolina school districts.
King and associates employed educational production
function analysis and regression analysis to explore their
investigation. The result of the study revealed that: all
wealthy districts are not low needs districts, and all
poor districts are not high need districts; wealthy
districts regardless of educational needs, had more
instructional and total professional personnel available;
pupi1-teacher ratio were lowest in high need districts,
regardless of wealth; student performance did not differ
significantly in either reading or mathematics; and
educational resources variables were significant
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predictors of variance in student achievement in low need
districts, but not in high need districts.
Rossmiller (1987), in his analysis of the effects of
school expenditures on school effectiveness, pointed out
that no research on effective schools provides assurance
that spending more money will result in more effective
schools. Neither does it establish that school
expenditures are of no importance. Rossmiller maintained
that the effect of spending more money on Improving school
effectiveness depends primarily on how the additional
funds are being used. Some schools are more effective
than others even though they spend about the same average
amount per student. Furthermore, the study pointed out
that no study to date provides any definitive answer to
the question, at what level of spending do marginal
returns in education turn down? However, it Is important
to note that adequate facilities and abundant materials
alone will not provide school effectiveness. The findings
suggest that at some level of school expenditure — yet
undetermined — attention must be focused on how resources
are used in the educational process for effectiveness.
25
Research Background on Selected
Output Variables
The definition of educational production <or outcome)
has been a subject of debate among educators for the past
three decades. However, the New York State Department of
Education (1972) stated that:
A valid definition of production (or
equality) of the school must include not only the
cognitive skills developed by the students, but also
a wide variety of other attitudes and skills:
attitude toward life, educational desires and
plans, study habits, self-esteem, appreciation
of a variety of cultural patterns, attitudes
toward learning, citizenship, health habits,
and creativity (p.l2).
Among other outputs recommended in the New York
Department of Education report includes: (1) a schools*'
record in placing graduates; (2) students' progress
relative to their age group, and (3) the dropout rate of
the school.
Cobern (1973) identified fifty-eight different
educational outcomes that could be used as measures of
educational quality in the United States. Some of the
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educational quality indicators were: <a) literacy rate;
Cb) retention rate; <c) test results for college entrance
board examinations; (d) dropout rates; (e) extent of
unemployment; <f) types of occupational pursuits; <g)
college enrollments; and (h) achievement test scores. He
stated that in considering the educational outcome:
Educational process affects more
than the cognitive skills of students.
It affects their abilities, their attributes,
as well as their attitudes. The validity of
using achievement scores as an indicators
cannot be limited to a measure of the most
proximate educational objective <p. 3).
Glasman and Blniaminov (1981) Identified educational
outcome measures as published from 1959 to 1981. They
grouped these measures into two categories: (a) cognitive
and <b) non-cognitive measure. The cognitive outcome
variables were: <a) scores in standardized achievement
tests of basic skills; <b) Intellectual coefficient test
of basic skills; (b> intellectual coefficient (IQ>; (c>
grade point average; (d) scores in tests that measures
knowledge of either general information. Science,
Literature, Civics or French; <e> scores in tests that
measure abstract reasoning; and <f> scores in tests of
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non-verbal ability. The non-cognitive educational
outcomes were: (a) student attitude such as
self-concept,1ocus of control and educational aspirations;
(b) students'^ parents' attitudes such as their educational
expectations; <c) the dropout rate; <d) high school
continuation; (e) school completion rate; <f> post high
school education; and (g) students' study habits.
Although many researchers in the educational field
Identified possible educational outcome, this study
includes the following educational outcome variables; (a)
standardized scores in reading and mathematics; <b)
attendance rate; Cc) dropout rate. A review of related
studies to these three groups of dependent variables
will follow.
Standardized Scores in Reading and Mathematics.
Coleman Cl966), in the EEO study used a series of
standardized tests to determine academic outcomes in
verbal and nonverbal ability, reading comprehension,
mathematics achievement, and general information. It was
stated in the report that "in the modern society, the
facts of life are that the above intellectual skills are
becoming basic requirement for independence for productive
work for political participation, for wise consumption"
Cp. 218).
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Bridge (1979) maintained that "while diverse groups
of parents and other citizen hold conflicting goals for
the schools, reading, writing and arithmetic scores in
standardized achievement tests are the lowest common
denominators of various groups' expectations" <p.33).
The Georgia Board of Education (1980) established a
graduation policy which required students to demonstrate
minimal mastery of specific competency performance
standards, a portion of which are to be measured by Basic
Skills Tests. The policy charged the BST to be
administered in reading as indicated by literal
comprehension, inferential comprehension, and problem
solving; and mathematics as indicated by concept
identification, component operation and problem solving.
Brock (1986) stated that the use of achievement test
results as an indicator of educational quality has been a
uniform trend since the 1960s. He maintained that the
fact that state-mandated competency testing programs have
been developed across the nation over the past few years,
and that the allocation of funds and the setting of
educational standards have been based upon data collected
from such standardized achievement tests. Brock concluded
that achievement test results "provides a somewhat
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convenient and uniform method of determining the academic
needs of children and the success of school districts" (p.
47).
In this study therefore, the 1989-90 scores on the
California Achievement Test in reading and mathematics for
students in grades 1,3,6,8 and 10 are used as a measure of
students' performance in a standardized achievement test;
and as an indicator of the quality of a school districts'
educational programs.
Attendance. In the past decade educational researchers
have been studying and writing about school attendance as
a measure of quantity and quality of schooling. Ferrel
<1936) provided a rationale for including attendance as an
output variable. He stated:
The assumption underlying the
selection of this measure is that school
systems fail in their fundamental purpose
in the degree to which pupils fail to attend
school regularly. It seems quite obvious
that pupils cannot obtain the maximum
benefits from instruction unless they
come in regular contact with school systems.
It is further assumed that this measure
indicates the effectiveness of a school
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system in getting pupils in school and
in keeping them there. In addition, it
implies efficiency in enforcing compulsory
attendance laws, a school program capable
of attracting and holding pupils good health
conditions and general availability of
school <P.22).
Carroll <1963) developed a model of school learning
in which the degree of school learning was viewed as a
function of the amount of time actually spent in learning
and time needed to learn. Stennett (1967) collected
attendance data from a group of Junior and senior high
school students in a rural school districts during the
1964-65 school year. He studied the attendance histories
of the students and plotted their absence rates from
kindergarten through the twelfth grade. Stennett''s data
indicates that boys attended school more often than girls
and patterns of absence decline from kindergarten to grade
4, decreased at grade 7, was stable from grade 8 to grade
10, and increased at grade 11 and 12.
Rozelle (1968) found relatively low correlation
between students'” absence rates and their grades in a
variety of high school courses. Bloom (1981) pointed that
although time on task in the classroom has been positively
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correlated with student achievement, studies of the
relationship between school attendance and achievement
have mixed results. Recent works have been focused on
student academic engaged time in the classroom and in
other works (Rosenshine & Berliner, 1978), gross measures
of quantity of schooling have been examined (Wiley &
Harnishbeger, 1974). It is Important however, that while
the absence rates are of importance for measuring quantity
of schooling and student achievement, average daily
attendance can determine state funding.
Dropout. Educators and social science researchers have
been concerned with dropout as a measure of school holding
power. It has been stated by many that the role of the
public school system is to educate all, at least up to the
completion of high school. Tyler (1964) maintained that
if the school is lacking in holding power there must be
something wrong with the services being provided. Tyler
also stated that "dropout implies failure on the school's
part, particularly when a large percentage of dropouts
clearly have the mental ability to succeed" <p.6).
The U.S. Senate Selection Committee on Equal
Educational Opportunity (1972) studied cost to the nation
for inadequate education. They estimated that the failure
to attain a minimum of high school completion among males
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25-34 years of age In 1969 cost the nation 237 billion
dollars over the lifetime of these men and 71 billion
dollars in foregone government revenues. Other findings
of the report include: (a) welfare expenditures attributed
to inadequate education were estimated to be 3 billion
each year; Cb) the cost to the nation of crime related to
inadequate education was estimated to be 3 billion a year
with a rising rate; (c) inadequate education influenced
damages on the nation in the form of reduced political
participation.
Denton (1987) reported the national school completion
rate in 1967-68 to be about 77 percent, but has however
declined to about 71%. In the same report, it was
maintained that a national survey on dropout rate placed
the state of Georgia fifth among the 50 states with about
37.5 percent dropout rate. Studies on school dropout
indicates that family background, school experience, and
the social environment are the underlying factors
affecting dropout rate.
Dissertation Research
Wendling and Cohen (1981) conducted a study which
measured the association between school resources and
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school average achievement levels in reading and
mathematics for third grade students in New York. The
data were drawn from consolidated data base of the New
York State Education Department''s Basic Educational Data
System. The data were edited so that the schools included
in the study were as homogeneous as possible. The
dependent variables for the regression analyses were the
average third grade reading score of the school and the
average third grade mathematics score of the school, both
measured for the school year 1977-78. The independent
variables Involved in the analyses were: (1) operating
expenditures per pupil; (2) total expenditures per pupil;
<3> percent of population in the school district below the
poverty income level; (4) median years of schooling of the
population in the school district;
(5) pupil/teacher ratio of the school; <6) average years
of teaching experience of staff; and C7) average percent
of teaching staff having earned a master's degree or
greater. Regression findings included greater teacher
quality as measured by experience, and degree status was
related to achievement. The same held for both approved
operating expenditures per pupil and Instructional
expenditures per pupil. Percent below poverty income and
higher percent minority were related to lower achievement,
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and median years of schooling of the district's population
was associated with higher achievement. School size was
occasionally associated with education achievement. The
pupi1/teacher ratio also was related to greater education
achievement.
Gordon <1986) conducted a study to determine if there
were relationships between total per pupil expenditure,
local per pupil expenditures, local effort in mills and
pupil achievement as measured by Georgia Basic Skills
Test. Secondly, the study attempted to determine the
possible relationship between the above named variables
after accounting for the socioeconomic variables. One
hundred and seventy-nine public school systems in the
state of Georgia were involved in the study. Pearson
product moment correlations were utilized to determine the
relationship between the financial variables and the
achievement variables <reading and mathematics) for each
of the populations. From the study it was found that
there were significant correlations between each of the
variables: local mills and GBST reading; local mills and
GBST mathematics; local dollar per pupil and GBST reading
after entering the socioeconomic variables. Gordon-s
study did not or was not intended to identify if per
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pupil expenditures impacted on student achievement.
Polansky (1987) conducted a study to examine the
relationships among financial and organizational variables
of 50 Connecticut high schools in one recent year. The
major concern of the study was one of equity — are
schools that are disadvantaged financially also
disadvantaged organizationally? The organizational health
measurement instrument designed by Hubert (1984) was
administered to 1310 teachers across Connecticut with
scores being obtained on a school-by-school basis. Eleven
schools were selected, representing the domain of finance
variables. Data both within and between the two domains
were examined for evidence of relationships. Step-wise
multiple regression was utilized with the seven
organizational health measures the dependent variables.
It was found from the study that based on the variables
selected in the study. Only a marginal relationship
existed among any of the financial and organizational
health variables. Substantial correlations were found
among several of the variables within the two domains.
Motuelle (1985) conducted a study to determine the
relationship between changes in selected variables:
equalized assessed valuation per pupil; operating tax
rate; enrollment (ADA); pupil/certified staff ratio;
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operating expense per pupil and changes in the financial
condition, as a measure of changes in the operating fund
balance of 412 public school districts in the state of
Illinois from 1971 -1980 school years. Multivariate
analyses were utilized to determine the relationship
between the 12 sets of selected independent variables.
Findings from the study include that no significant
relationship was found between changes in the operating
fund balance of the district and changes in the equalized
assessed valuation per pupil, enrollment and
pupil/certificated staff ratio of the district.
Loper <1988) identified the relationship of selected
input variables to students academic achievement in
Arizona and each output. The input variables identified
for the study were: district geographic setting, district
organizational structure, district size, teacher profile,
expenditures per average daily membership; staffing ratio;
peer group; student background; and previous student
achievement at grade levels 3, 8, and 12. The population
for the study was the 219 elementary, high school and
unified school districts of Arizona, excluding
accommodation schools, transporting and nonoperating
district schools. The study utilized the analytical model
of educational production function and multiple regression
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techniques. Stepwise multiple regression analyses were
conducted for each dependent variable to determine which
combination of independent variables was most effective at
predicting student achievement. The study was able to
explain 44% to 88% of the variance in achievement test
scores; other variables were also found to be related to
student academic achievement.
Ehlers (1984) conducted a study to analyze the various
inequities in the financing of the public schools in St.
Louis county. Twenty-three independent school districts
were involved in the study. Data collected for each
school district were rank-ordered according to the
following categories: pupil enrollment; expenditure per
pupil; per pupil assessed valuation; total district
assessed valuation and tax levy. The data and district
geographic locations were considered in order to determine
a logical combination of the twenty-three public school
districts into one-district, three district, or a five
district system. Factors most affecting the selected
combination of the twenty-three districts were:
expenditure per pupil; pupil assessed valuation; tax levy
and geographic location based on attempts to manipulate
the differences of expenditure per pupil in order to
achieve a more equitable variance. The study indicated
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that all three of the proposed redistribution plans are
more desirable than the current separate twenty-three
district system.
Jacobson (1988) conducted a study to determine
similarities and differences between effective high
schools and comparable high schools in similar settings
with regard to how they allocate and use financial
resources. Thirty California public high schools with a
student enrollment of 1000 or more in unified school
districts were involved in the study. A mail survey
regarding the allocation and use of financial resources
were sent to the randomly selected schools. Data
collected were analyzed for similarities and differences
by using statistical tools of variance, factor analysis
and chi-square, with the statistical significance level
set at .10 and above. It was determined that effective
high schools used selected budget development policies
more often than did comparable high schools. Secondly,
effective high schools allocated more fund on library
books and classroom teachers and less funds on field trips
and conferences than did comparable high schools. Lastly,
effective high schools were found to spend more on special
projects, instructional support, instructional
administration, operation and community services than did
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unified districts with comparable high schools.
Brock <1986) investigated selected socioeconomic and
per pupil expenditure variables and their relationship to
pupil achievement in reading and mathematics as measured
by the CTBS. The two socioeconomic variables Involved
were per capita personal income and percent of adults age
25 and over who had completed four years of high school
(parent education). The per pupil expenditures selected
were: cost of operating the superintendent's office;
individual components of the instructional program; total
cost of instructional program; and current operating
expenditure. The study involved 76 unitary county school
districts. Achievement test data from grades 3,5,7 and 10
in reading and mathematics were used as the dependent
variables. Correlation analysis was used to study the
relationship of pupil achievement and the socioeconomic
variables of Income and parent education. The second part
of the statistical analysis was to: <1) partial out the
effects of the socioeconomic variables; and <2) to study
the relationship of pupil achievement and selected per
pupil expenditures through the use of regression
statistical analysis. Important findings from the study
includes: <1) pupils of school districts that have higher
per capita income and greater percentage of adults
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completing high school scored significantly higher on
achievement test than pupils from districts with lower
rating in these two categories; C2> after partialing out
the effects of income and parent education, pupil from
school districts that had high per pupil expenditure in
the instructional program scored significantly higher than
those districts with lower instructional cost; C3)
achievement test scores were significantly higher in
mathematics from those school districts that spent more
for teachers'' salaries, but this is not the same for
reading; (4) the gap between student achievement scores
from schools that spend more money per pupil in the
instructional programs and student achievement scores
from schools that spend less money per pupil in the
instructional programs appears to grow wider each year
throughout the elementary grades.
Wise (1986) investigated the impact of the funding
reform act (Basic Education Act) in the state of
Washington, on the revenue and expenditure patterns of
school districts with student populations under 300 FTE.
The research compared data from the 1977-1978 school year
and from the 1983-1984 school year. Data were analyzed in
terms of total revenue per school district, total revenue
per student, levy revenue per student, total student
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revenue per categorical area, total per student revenue
per high and low revenue school districts, total
expenditure per school district, total per student
expenditures per categorical area which includes
handicapped education, vocational education, food service
and pupil transportation. The study found significant
changes in revenues and expenditures of school districts
with high schools under 300 FTE students by comparing pre
and post-funding reform data. To test variables before
and after the funding reform, t-test was utilized and a
McNemar test for significance was used to determine any
significant changes in the status of high and low revenue
school districts on pre and post basis. It was indicated
that total revenue and expenditures, adjusted for
inflation, increased after funding reform. Significant
Increases were observed in total revenue per student,
state and county revenue per student, local non-tax
revenue and levy revenue per student. Total expenditures
per student, basic education expenditures per student, and
handicapped expenditures per student, increased
significantly while Federal program expenditures
decreased.
Disario <1984) conducted a study to describe the
common areas and unique areas of income and expense of
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both school systems and assigned actual dollar values to
these areas. The incomes and expenditures of six public
elementary and six Catholic elementary schools in Oakland,
California, were compared. The expenditure and income
data were obtained from the actual accountings records of
the Oakland Diocese and Oakland Unified School District in
California. The data collected were categorized into
common accounting systems in order to make the required
comparisons. Findings from the study include the
following: Cl) forty seven percent of all Catholic schools
income was derived from tuition; (2) Federal categorical
funds provided 16 percent of all public school income and
21 percent of all Catholic school income; (3) the average
per pupil cost of a Catholic school teacher was less than
one half that of a public school teacher; C4) Catholic
schools received only 52 percent of the income of public
schools; <5) Catholic and public schools show a great deal
of commonality in their expenditure priorities; <6)
Catholic schools cost considerably less to operate than
public schools.
Abney (1985) conducted a study to determine the extent
to which an incentive pay program in a large urban school
district known as the Urban Classroom Teacher Program
<UCTP) alleviated problems associated with staffing
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Inner-city schools. The study investigated certain
characteristics of faculties assigned to historically
“hard-to-staff" schools and the relationship between such
variables as: (a) staff stability; (b) teaching
experience; (c) monetary and other incentives; <d) Job
satisfaction; <e) pupil control; and (f) teacher's sense
of efficacy. Faculties of randomly selected UCTP schools
and 31 former teachers were identified and data were
gathered by the use of two survey instruments. It was
found from the study that: (1) salary bonus was of great
importance to UCTP participants' decision to remain in
inner-city schools; (2) respondents were satisfied with
their inner-city assignments; (3> respondents were
"custodial" in pupil control tendencies; and <4) UCTP
participants, in general, possessed a high sense of
efficacy.
Fisher <1986) analyzed thirty five years of public
school expenditure for evidence of change in spending
patterns to discover whether or not the organizational
structure of the schools has been allowed to drift from
public expenditures. Year to year budget expenditures
were reclassified by the used codes in handbook II. The
classification and LOTUS 123 spreadsheet enabled the
researcher to hold all data constant. The study
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demonstrated that school boards' objectives had not
changed between 1950 and 1985. The study pointed out
seven fundamental changes in the operation of the schools
and the expansion of all noninstructional school programs
at the district expense of the instructional program. In
1952, the public schools expanded 72% of educational funds
for direct instruction, but by 1985 this was reduced to
51%. The research pointed out the public's willingness to
support education. The school funding when adjusted for
inflation and students enrollment, taxpayers increased
their support of schools by 205%. The increased funding
enabled the public schools to add Instructional
television, and special education, and to establish
retirement and health insurance programs. After deducting
these cost, it was found that funding available for
traditional programs increased per student, in constant
dollars by 114%. The study documented that collective
bargaining was only able to show the transfer of funds
from instruction.
Idblad (1984) conducted a study to determine the
extent of property wealth and taxpayer rate variations and
expenditure variations among Iowa school districts and the
relationship of factors associated with those variations.
Four hundred thirty-six Iowa school districts were
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involved in the study and data were collected for the
Involved school districts for the school year 1982-83.
The first phase of the analysis was to plot general fund
tax rates expenditure variable against the variables of
head count, pupil/instructor ratio and wealth. The second
phase was to examine descriptive statistics of the
variables. Third, school districts were grouped and
examined by head count, pupil/instructor ratio and wealth
per pupil. One-way analysis of variance was used to
compare means of the variables. Lastly step-wise
regression analysis was used to examine individual and
combined relationships of the independent variables of
head count, wealth per pupil, pupil/instructor ration,
enrollment stabilization ratio, pupil and instructor per
square mile, transportation cost per pupil and instructor
with each of the expenditure variables. The study
discovered that school districts with the lowest head
counts had the greatest expenditure per pupil and the
least expenditure per instructor unit. The budgeted
enrollment/actual enrollment had the greatest explanatory
value in accounting for variance in per instructor unit
expenditures. The 56 wealthiest districts had tax rates
that average $4.35 per $1000 less than the 90 poorest
districts.
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Easton <1982) collected longitudinal elementary school
attendance, enrollment and reading achievement data from
the cumulative school records of a large sample of urban
public school students. The average number of days absent
each week are plotted and statistically analyzed for sex
differences and for differences among four cohort groups
of students in a multivariate analysis of variance. In
the research findings, student absence rates were
significantly related to both teacher assigned reading
grades and standardized test scores after control
variables, including previous achievement, were removed by
the regression equation. Although the relationship
between student absence and two measures of reading
achievement utilized in this study confirms the importance
of school attendance for development of reading skill, the
coefficients between absence rates and reading achievement
are not high. However, the effect of absence on reading
achievement remains significant after controlling for
previous achievement.
Gunter <1988) conducted a study to determine the
level and trends in the financial support to the three
public educational sectors in Illinois and to select
functions of the state government for 1976 through 1985.
In addition the study analyzed the: <a) financial effort
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by dividing the data for instructional expenditure per
student by per capita income exerted by Illinois; and (b)
elasticity which was defined as the ratio of percentage
change in instructional expenditures per student to
percentage change in per capita income. Gunter found
that: (1) educational spending has not kept up with
inflation; (2) the state government tax effort indicated
that Illinois is in position to support expanded and
improved state services; and (3) educational expenditures
have not fared as well as expenditures for corrections and
law enforcement, including other public functions under
examination.
Lacost (1988) examined the effects of the Louisiana
school funding system on two dimensions of student equity,
equality of opportunity, and equal treatment of equals.
Lacost, associated equality with the distribution of state
and local revenue. In order to provide a comprehensive
assessment, local fiscal capacity was specified as: (a)
property valuation per average daily membership (Adm.);
(b) sales tax capacity (Adm.); and (c) property valuation
and sales tax capacity per (Adm.). Measuring the
relationship between the local fiscal capacity variables
and per pupil revenue, it was found that there was a
significant relationship between all three local fiscal
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capacity variables and per pupil expenditure. However,
disparity in revenues per pupil improved for the general
school population but not for students in the lower half
of the distribution.
Lalyre <1989), after investigating the relationship
between arithmetic ability, achievement as measured
through standardized tests, and the home environments of
low income Hispanics in elementary schools, concluded
that: <a) standardized mathematics achievement tests and
other written tests have limited validity as tools for the
assessment of arithmetical ability among low-income
Hispanics. They do not examine oral arithmetic
problem-solving strategies; and <b) high and low scores in
mathematics achievement test are closely related to
parental and teacher expectations.
Lundt <1988), after measuring the effects of
self-concept, home characteristics and school environment
on academic achievement in Western Montana, found that:
<1) home characteristics and school environment were of
nearly equal importance in determining student
achievement. The school environment represents 55%
predicting grade point and home characteristics 45%. The
study concluded that family structure; parental education
level; style of parenting; the amount of effort put into
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getting good grades; the amount of time spent on homework;
the rate of cutting class; teachers^ expectations;
teachers' job satisfaction; the condition of school
facilities; and student extracurricular activities had
indirect influence on academic achievement.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION
From the reviewed research literature, it is
observable that none of the conducted studies
cross-examined the relationship between each per pupil
school expenditure component to student academic
achievement and school dropout rates. However, some of
the studies did investigate the relationship between total
school expenditure per pupil instructional expenditure and
student achievement. They did not reveal the relationship
between other components of per pupil school expenditures
and the selected student performance variables for which
the present study is designed to investigate. Almost all
the studies included other non-school expenditures such as
the SES and in-school activity variables. The main
objective of the present study is to investigate the
relationship between the cost bearing school inputs and





From the review of literature in chapter two of this
study, it has been Indicated that research results on the
relationship between educational input and output
variables were mixed. The present study examined the
impact of some selected educational variables on selected
educational output variables as listed below in metro,
urban, and rural school districts.
Input Varlablest (1) Instructional expenditures; (2)
pupil service expenditures; C3) staff services
expenditures; <4) general administrative services
expenditures; (5) school administrative services
expenditures; <6) school plant maintenance operation
expenditures; <7) community educational level attainment;
<8) per person income; <9) local support effort.
Output Varlablest (1) student achievement scores in
reading; (2) student achievement scores in mathematics;
(3) school dropout rate.
In addition, the study examined the variation among
the means of students' performances in the three
demographic areas involved in the study
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The following definition of variables are designed to
help the reader understand the major components and
subfactors of each selected variable. A relationship
among variables is presented along with diagrammatic
illustrations The forty-four hypotheses to be tested are
presented in the last section of this chapter.
I3^.1.n-lLi.g,o.s
School Expenditure Variables (Inputsj
1. Instructional Expenditures; refers to
the following: teachers' salaries;
extended staff salaries; salaries
to teacher aids and paraprofessionals;
salaries for clerical and others;
employee benefits; purchased
professional and technical services;
equipment rental and vehicles; rental
and purchase of computers and software;
other purchased property services;
communications; books, travel and
tuition. (Financial Report, Georgia
Department of Education, 1990).
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2. PuPil Service Expenditures: refers to
expenditures on the following: extended
staff salaries; clerical and other
salaries; employees benefits; purchased
professional and technical services;
rental of equipment and vehicles; rental
and purchase computer equipment; travel;
books and supplies; communications; and
other purchased property services.
<Financial Report, Georgia Department of
Education, 1990.
3. Staff Services Expenditure: refers to
expenditures in the following: salaries;
extended staff salaries; professional
development; stipends; teacher aids and
paraprofessional salaries; salaries
clerical; employee benefits; purchased
professional and technical services;
rental of equipment and vehicles;
rental and purchase of computer
equipment; other purchased property
services; communications; travel; books.
(Financial Report, Georgia Department of
Education, 1990).
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4. General Administrative Services
Expenditures;
refers to expenditure in the following:
salaries to the superintendent;
board members; salaries to clerical
and others; employee benefits; purchased
professional and technical services;
rental of equipment and vehicles;
rental and purchase of computer
equipment; other purchased property
services; communication; travel;
books and supplies; and federal indirect
cost charge. (Financial Report, Georgia
Department of Education, 1990).
5. School Administrative Services
Expenditures;
refers to expenditures in the following:
extended staff salaries; salaries of
clerical and others; employee benefits,
purchased professional and technical
services; rental of equipment and
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vehicles; rental and purchased of
computer equipment; other purchased
property services; communication; travel,
books and supplies. (Financial Report,
Georgia Department of Education, 1990).
6. School Plant Maintenance and Operation
Expenditurest refers to cost of extended;
salaries (clerical); employee benefits;
purchased professional and technical
services; water; sewer and cleaning
services; repair and maintenance service
(building and equipment); rental of
equipment and vehicles; rental and
purchased computer equipments;
energy; books and supplies; travel and
communication; other purchased
property services. (Financial Report,
Georgia Department of Education, 1990).
7. Educational Level Attainment;
refers to the percentage of population
of 25 years or older that completed four
years of college or more.
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8. Per Person Income; refers to
county's total personal income divided by
its population.
9.Local Support Effort; refers to
the amount of money the school district
provides to match the state and federal
expenditure per child.
School Performance Variables (output)
1. Achievement Scores in Reading; refers
to the measure of students* reading
skills and objectives by grade level;
as measured by the Criterion Referenced
Test (CRT).
2. Achievement Scores in Mathematics; refers
to a measure of students' mathematics
skills by grade level; as measured by
the Criterion Referenced Test (CRT).
3. School Dropout Rate; refers to
the total sum of students who drop
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out of school for any reason, divided
by the total enrolIment for each school
system for the school year. (Dropout
rate = Dropouts (K-12)/ enrollment<K-12)
X 100). Georgia Department of Education
Statistics Division, 1990.
RELATIONSHIP AMONG VARIABLES
The research results concerning the relationship
between school expenditure variables and educational
outcome were mixed. Some of the conducted studies
indicated a positive relationship among variables while
some researchers maintained that the impact of school
system expenditure on educational productivity were
positive but indirect. Part of the contradictory results
stems from the use of non-lnstructional expenditure and
highly structured non-instructional expenditure data.
Secondly, some of the services provided by
non-instructional expenditure components do not have
direct impact on instruction. However, the majority of
the researchers consistently found direct relationship
between total school expenditures per child and
educational outcome after the inclusion of socioeconomic
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factors and apparently concluded that money alone does
not influence quality of education, but it can buy
valuable required educational resources which when managed
effectively, can influence the level of educational
output.
It is important to indicate that as a result of the
mixed research findings relating the impact of school
expenditures on educational productivity, this has allowed
and induced continual studies in this area, partly because
of differences in demographic and geographic locations.
Secondly, none of the previous studies totally examined
the impact of each school expenditure variable on
educational outcome in any given state in the nation and
specifically in the state of Georgia (USA).
Development of an Inout-Output Model. The development
of an input-output model has resulted from the attempt by
previous researchers in this area, to present a
diagrammatic illustration of the educational production
function. A simplified scheme used to illustrate an
input-output model was developed by Averch and Associates
(1977) as shown in Figure I. Averch concluded: '' research
in this approach views the school as a black box
containing students. Resources are applied to the
student in the box and from this application some output
flows" (p.4>.
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Inputs (school resources) > Students > Outputs
Figure 1. Scheme of the Input-Output Approach by
Averch, Carroll, Donaldson, Klesling,
and Pincus <1977).
A more complicated schematic model was developed by
Armor (1972) and is presented in Figure 2. The solid
arrows indicate assumed highly caused relationship, while
the dotted arrows indicate weaker causal relationships,
but direct. This indicates that there might be some
two-way causal relationship, such as a family migrating
into a new community with different school
characteristics, lifestyles, as well as, regional
differences. The school input factors such as structural
facilities, teacher quality and expenditures may have
direct impact on initial student input factors.
Other developed and reviewed input-output models
followed the same diagrammatic setting as developed by
Averch <1977) and Armor <1972) as presented in Figure 1
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and 2. They only differ in variable choice and direction
of relationships (Glassman & Biniaminov, 1981).
This current study offered a diagrammatic illustration
of the direction of relationships among selected variables
by utilizing the input-output model developed by Averch
and Others <1977). In figure 3 all selected school
expenditure and socioeconomic variables are depicted as
the input elements; the students are presented in the
process; and the school outcome variables are presented as
the outcome elements. The arrows indicate causal
relationships.
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The hypotheses under investigation are stated in null
form and were specifically concerned with whether or not
the eleven dependent variables invloved in this study can
be predicted by the selected independent variables, and if
there were significant differences between the means of
the selected dependent varables among the demographic
subgroups. The forty-four null hypotheses to be tested
are as follows.
1. In metropolitan school districts student
Achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 1 wi11 not be predicted by any of the
fol1owing:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures





(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
2. In urban school districts student Achievement
test scores in mathematics for grade 1 wi11
not be predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
(e> Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance
and Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h> Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
3. In rural school districts student Achievement
test scores in mathematics for grade 1 wi11
not be predicted by any of the following:
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(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
Cf) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h) Per Person Income of County
<1) Local Support Effort
4. In metropolitan school districts, student
Achievement test scores in mathematcs for
grade 3 wi11 not be predicted by any of
the fol1 owing:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures




<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
(1) Local Support Effort
5. In urban school districts, student
Achievement test scores in mathematcs for
grade 3 wi11 not be predicted by any of
the following:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
Cb) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f> Instructional Expenditures
<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h> Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
6. In rural school districts, student
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Achievement test scores in mathematcs for
grade 3 wi11 not be predicted by any of
the fol1 owing:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f) Instructional Expenditures
<g> Community Educational Attainment Level
Ch) Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
7. In metropolitan school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 6 wi11 not be predicted by any of the
fol1 owing:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
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(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
8. In urban school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 6 wl11 not be predicted by any of
the fol1owing:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f> Instructional Expenditures
(g> Community Educational Attainment Level
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(h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
9. In rural school distrists, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 6 wi11 not be predicted by any
of the following:
(a> Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
Cd) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f> Instructional Expenditures
(g> Community Educational Attainment Level
Ch) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
10. In metropolitan school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 8 wi11 not be predicted by
any of the following:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
69
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h) Per Person Income of County
(i> Local Support Effort
11. In urban school districts, student achievement
test scores in mathematics for grade 8 wi11 not
be predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c> Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures




(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
12. In rural school districts, student achievement
test scores in mathematics for grade 8 wi11 not
be predicted by any of the following:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
Cd) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditure
<f) Instructional Expenditures
<g> Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
13. In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics
for grade 10 will not be predicted by
any of the following:
71
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h> Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
14. In urban school districts, student achievement
test scores in mathematics for grade iO will
not be predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures




(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
Ci) Local Support Effort
15. In rural school districts, student achievement
test scores in mathematics for grade 10 will
not be predicted by any of the following:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
Cd> Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
<e> Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditure
(f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
16. In metro school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 1 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
73
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c> Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
Ce) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
Cg) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h> Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
17. In urban school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 1 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
Ca) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d> Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures




<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
Ch) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
18. In rural school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 1 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
Cl) Local Support Effort
19. In metro school districts, student Achievement
test scores in reading for grade 3 wi11 not be
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predicted by any of the following:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
Cc) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
(g> Community Educational Attainment Level
(h) Per Person Income of County
<i> Local Support Effort
20. In urban school districts, student Achievement
test scores in reading for grade 3 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures




(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h> Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
21. In rural school districts, student Achievement
test scores in reading for grade 3 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f) Instructional Expenditures
<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
22. In metro school districts,
test scores in reading for
student Achievement
grade 6 wi11 not be
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predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
Cd) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
23. In urban school districts, student Achievement
test scores in reading for grade 6 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b> Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
Cc) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures




<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h) Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
24. In rural school districts, student Achievement
test scores in reading for grade 6 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
Ca) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditure
(f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
25. In metro school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 8 wi11 not be
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predicted by any of the following:
<a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
Ce) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
<1) Local Support Effort
26. In urban school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 8 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
<a> Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures




(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
27. In rural school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 8 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c> Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f> Instructional Expenditures
<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
28. In metro school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 10 will not
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be predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
<b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
Cd> Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h> Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
In urban school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 10 will not be
predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b> Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures




(g> Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
30. In rural school districts, student achievement
test scores in reading for grade 10 will not be
predicted by any of the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b> Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
(d> Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
<e> Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
(f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h> Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
31. In metro school districts, school system
drop-out rates will not be predicted by
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the fol1 owing:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expenditures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expenditures
(e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
(g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
32. In urban school districts, school system
drop-out rates will not be predicted by
the following:
(a) Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
(c) Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
(d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expend!tures




<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
<h) Per Person Income of County
<i) Local Support Effort
33. In rural school districts, school system
drop-out rates will not be predicted by
the fol1 owing:
(a> Per Pupil Service Expenditures
(b) Per Pupil Staff Service Expenditures
<c> Per Pupil General Administrative
Expend!tures
<d) Per Pupil School Administrative Service
Expendltures
<e) Per Pupil School Plant Maintenance and
Operations Expenditures
<f) Instructional Expenditures
<g) Community Educational Attainment Level
(h> Per Person Income of County
(i) Local Support Effort
34. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 1 in mathematics among
the three demographic school districts.
85
35.There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 3 in mathematics among
the three demographic school districts.
36. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 6 in mathematics among
the three demographic school districts.
37. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 8 in mathematics among
the three demographic school districts.
38. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 10 in mathematics among
the three demographic school districts.
39. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 1 in reading among the
three demographic school districts
40. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 3 in reading among the
the three demographic school districts.
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41. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 6 in reading among the
three demographic school districts.
42. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 8 in reading among the
three demographic school districts.
43. There is no difference in student achievement
test scores for grade 10 in reading among the
three demographic school districts.
44. There is no difference in the dropout rate
among the three demographic school district.
The hypotheses test results, tables of results and





To investigate and verify the relationship between
school expenditures, community educational attainment
level, local support effort and per person income
variables and their impact on students academic
achievement in mathematics and reading (grades
1,3,6,8,&10>, and school drop-out rates in the state of
Georgia, this researcher tested his hypotheses by
involving ninety school systems — a sample size
reasonable enough to draw conclusion for all 187 school
systems in the state of Georgia.
To enhance comparison and equal representation of
school systems in this study, all 187 school systems were
stratified into Metro School Systems, Urban School Systems
and Rural School Systems. The thirty Metro School
districts involved in this study were randomly selected
from the thirty-eight classified metropolitan areas as
defined by the Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census
C1990>. Thirty urban school districts and thirty rural
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school districts in the state were randomly selected after
stratification of each classification.
It is important to note that this study defines the
urban school system as school systems with more than five
but less than thirty schools; while the rural school
system is defined as school systems with five or fewer
schools. However, there are a few school districts with
fewer than five schools that are classified as "Metro"
because of their location and nearness to the metro areas
in the state. The rationale to Include these school
systems with fewer than five schools in the "metro sample
was to keep schools' student populations and geographical
location more homogeneous.
Brief statistical analyses will be made of the data
for each school selected in this study.
IngtrMmgntg
The sources for the information utilized in this study
are documentary. Data for each of the six school
expenditure variables — <1) Per pupil instructional
expenditure; <2) Per pupil services expenditure; <3) per
pupil staff services expenditure; <4) per pupil general
administrative services expenditure; <5) per pupil school
administrative expenditure; <6) per pupil maintenance and
operation expenditure, as well as local support effort for
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the school year 1989-90 were obtained from the state of
Georgia Department of Education, Statistical Information
System, The data for community educational attainment and
per person income were also obtained from the Department
of Commerce Bureau of Census <1990>.
School drop-out rates for individual school districts
for the 1989-90 school year were secured from the Georgia
Department of Education, Statistical Information Division.
The Criterion Referenced Test (CRT) results in reading
and mathematics for grades 1,3,6,8,and 10 were obtained
from the student assessment program, state summary,
published by the Georgia Department of Education, Office
of Evaluation and Personnel Development, Division of
Assessment, June, 1990.
All the information described above was entered in a
computer and merged into one file. The data contained in
the final file was checked against each original source
for any different observations, missing observations or
dropped observations.
Statistical Treatment
The first statistical treatment applied to the data
was correlation analyses. The purpose for this analysis
was to investigate and obtain a better understanding of
the relationship between each of the independent
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variables (Inputs) and each of the dependent variables.
The statistical analysis system Regress II was used to
perform the analysis. The Simultaneous Solution of
Regress II was used to perform the multiple regression
analysis. The regression analysis was used to explain the
extent to which the selected dependent variables involved
in this study, could be impacted by the variables. These
correlation and regression analyses procedures are fully
explained in the Regress II User'^s guide (1983). One Way
Analysis of Variance was used to test for variations among
the dependent variables for the three sub-populations
groups. The results of these analyses are presented in
chapter V.
Code Definition and Source of Variables
The school (input) variables and the students'”
performance (output) variables examined in this study are
listed below along with their codes and definitions as
used by the researcher. The underlined codes in capital
letters are the symbols used by the researcher for
computer identification of variables.
PIE — Per Pupil Instructional Expenditures
PSE — Per Pupil Services Expenditures
PSS — Per Pupil Staff Services Expenditures
GAS — Per Pupil General Administration
Service Expenditures
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SAS — Per Pupil School Administration
Services Expenditures
PMO — Per Pupil Plant Maintenance and
Operation Expenditures
CEA — Community Educational Attainment
Level
PPI — Per Personal Income
LS — Local Support Effort
RDOI — Mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in reading at the first grade level.
RD03 — Mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in reading at the third grade level.
RD06 — Mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in reading at the sixth grade level.
RD08 — mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in reading at the eight grade level.
RDIO — Mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in reading at the tenth grade level.
MAOl — Mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in mathematics at the first grade level
MA03 — Mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in mathematics at the third grade level
MA06 — Mean CRT sealed score for each school
in mathematics at the sixth grade level
92
MA08 — Mean CRT sealed score for each school
in mathematics at the eighth grade level.
MAIO — Mean CRT sealed scores for each school
in mathematics at the tenth grade level.
DROPOUT — School Dropout Rate
Description of Data and Models
The data for this study were collected from ninety
school districts randomly selected form one hundred and
eighty-seven school districts in the state of Georgia, for
the 1989-90 school year. This resulted in a total of
ninety observations which were statistically reasonable
for Inferential judgement. The relationship between the
Involved school outcomes in this study, school
expenditures and socioeconomic variables is expressed by
Educational production model function which is a linear
model of the form 0=f[a(I) <I) +bi(I> P <I> + cCDSCI) +
d<I)a(I) + h<I>G<I) + J<I) 1<I) + 0(1) MCI) + R<I) Ed)] +
V<l)x(l) + K, where 0 is school outcomes; P is pupils
services expenditures; S is staff services expenditure; A
is school system administration expenditures; L is local
support; M is maintenance and operations expenditures; E
is educational attainment level; and X is per personal
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income. The a, b, c, d, h, j, q, and n are regression
coefficients and K is a constant resulting from a
regression analysis.
The correlation and regression analyses were conducted
by consistently regressing the groups of variables for
each population sub-group as presented below.
1. Sub-group independent variables for grades 1,3,6,8,10,
and dropout rates.












The correlation and regression analyses were conducted
to establish the relationship among independent and
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dependent variables for each of the three sub-groups.
Since there were nine independent variables and eleven
dependent variables, a total of 297 correlations and 297
regression calculations were conducted, as well as, eleven





The research hypotheses which were tested in this
study are restated in this chapter. In addition, the
findings on each are presented along with the type of
analysis applied and tables of results.
As was noted in chapter III, regression analysis for
nine independent variables and eleven dependent variables
was conducted in this study for each of the three
population sub-groups. In addition, a test for mean
variations was conducted for the eleven dependent
variables among the three sub-groups. All hypothesis were
tested at the .05 level of significance.
Findings
Hypothesis 1; In metro school districts,
student achievement test scores in mathematics
for grade 1 wiI 1 not be predicted by any of the
stated independent variables.
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A statistical analysis of data presented on table 1
documents that only 39% of student achievement test scores
In mathematics for grade 1 In metro school districts can
be explained by all the Independent variables. None of
the Independent variables presented a significant impact
on the dependent variable except for per person income.
Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. However, it
is important to recognize that only 39% of the dependent
variable can be accounted for by all the independent
variables.
TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO MATHEMATICS GRADE 1
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.055134 -1 .014 .0543 .3237 .0313
PSS .006761 .249 .0271 .0019
GAS .001538 .054 .028 .0001
SAS .053823 1 .015 .0530 .3236 .0313
PMO -.016760 -.585 .0286 .0104
PIE -.005470 -.458 .0119 .0064
CEA -.081151 -.320 .2539 .0031
PPI .001482 2.317 .0006 .0296 .1635
LS -.001585 -.331 .0048 .0033
CONSTANT 207.61934
Multiple Correlation = .6254
R-Squared = .3911
Standard Error = 5.2424
N = 30
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Hypothesis 2? In urban school districts
test scores in mathematics for grade 1 wiI I not be
predicted by any of the stated independent variables.
From the statistical analysis of data displayed In
Table 2, it is shown that none of the independent
variables tested significant. Therefore, the null
hypothesis is accepted. It is also important to note that
all independent variables accounted for only 27% of
students' achievement test scores in mathematics for grade
1 in urban settings.
TABLE 2
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN MATHEMATICS GRADE 1
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.031974 -.691 .0463 .0173
PSS -.004939 -.071 .0700 — .0002
GAS -.014400 -.231 .0624 — .0019
SAS .036559 .576 .0635 — .0120
PMO -.044978 -1.134 .0396 .2695 .0466
PIE .003832 .300 .0128 — .0033
CEA .874211 1.451 .6025 . 1593 .0762






Multiple Correlation = .5256
R-Squared = .2763
Standard Error = 5.9680
N = 30
98
Hypothesis 3t In rural school districts,
test scores in mathematics for grade 1 wi11 not be
predicted by any of the stated Independent variables.
The statistical analysis of data displayed in Table 3
documents that no significant impact occurred on test
scores in mathematics for grade 1 in rural school
districts as a result of the independent variables, except
for per pupil service expenditures. The null hypothesis
is therefore rejected. From the R-Squared results, only
27% of the stated variable can be accounted for by all
Independent variables.
TABLE 3
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL MATHEMATICS GRADE 1
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .145127 2 .084 .0696 .0478 .1588
PSS -.027258 .605 .0451 .0134
GAS .021065 .532 .0396 .0104
SAS -.069855 -1 .036 .0674 .3133 .0393
PMO .026220 .755 .0347 .0208
PIE -.002686 .196 .0137 .0014
CEA -.565769 .510 1.1097 .0095






Multiple Correlation = .5187
R-Squared =* .2690
Standard Error = 6.8700
N = 30
99
Hypothesis 4; In metro school districts,
student achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 3 wl11 not be predicted by any of the stated
Independent variables.
The data presented in Table 4 indicates that only 28%
of the student achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 3 in metro school districts can be accounted for by
all the independent variables. The Independent variables
did not present significant impact on the dependent
variable, except for local support effort. Community
educational level attainment did, however present a strong










Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .062468 .365 .1712 .0048
PSS -.031095 -.364 .0855 .0046
GAS .177745 1.985 .0896 .0584 .1411
SAS -.059793 -.358 .1671 .0046
PMO .092029 1.020 .0902 .3212 .0373
PIE .022977 .611 .0376 .0134
CEA -.810495 -1.013 .7999 .3243 .0368





-2.095 .0151 .0468 .1572





Hypothesis 5: In urban school districts
student achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 3 wi11 not be predicted by any of the stated
variables.
The regression analysis of data presented on Table 5
indicates that no significant impact occurred on the test
scores in mathematics for grade 3 in urban school
districts as a result of the effect of the independent
variables, except for community educational level
attainment and person Income. The null hypothesis is
rejected. However, 52% of mathematics grade 3 test scores
in urban districts can be accounted for by the Independent
variables.
TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN MATHEMATICS GRADE 3
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.056201 -1.664 .0338 .1084 .0658
PSS .029966 .587 .0511 .0082
GAS -.055598 -1.221 .0455 .2347 .0354
SAS .055999 1.209 .0463 .2394 .0347
PMO -.036554 -1.264 .0289 .2189 .0379
PIE .000437 .047 .0093 .0001
CEA .067347 2.428 .4395 .0235 .1400





1 .008 .0028 .3271 .0241
Multiple Correlation = .7247
R-Squared = .5251
Standard Error = 4.3538
N = 30
101
Hypothesis 6: In rural school districts
student achievement test scores in mathematics for
grade 3 will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The regression analysis of data presented on Table 6
documents no significant relationships between student
achievement test scores in mathematics for grade 3 and the
independent variables. The null hypothesis is accepted.
It is important to note that only 13% of the dependent







Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .071116 1.133 .0628 .2700 .0561
PSS -.010991 -.270 .0406 .0032
GAS .002445 .069 .0357 .0002
SAS -.000877 -.014 .0608 .0000
PMO .015855 .506 .0313 .0112
PIE -.014286 -1.154 .0124 .2615 .0582
CEA .004878 .005 1.0002 .0000
PPI -.000331 -.561 .0006 .0138
LS .000257 .073 .0035 .0002
CONSTANT 233.899082
Multiple Correlation = .3547
R-Squared = .1258
Standard Error = 6.1926
N = 30
102
Hypothesis 7; In metro school districts,
student achievement test scores in mathematics
for grade 6 wi11 not be predicted by any of the
stated Independent variables.
The statistical analysis displayed in Table 7
documents no significant Impact exist between the
independent variables and dependent variable.
Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted. Community
educational level attainment did present a significant
Inverse relationship with the dependent variable. All
independent variables only explained 18% of the dependent
variables.
TABLE 7
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO MATHEMATICS GRADE 6
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.276731 -1.334 .2075 .1949 .0730
PSS -.059674 -.576 .1036 .0136
GAS .096164 .886 .1085 .0322
SAS .167690 .828 .2025 .0281
PMO .021364 . 195 .1094 .0016
PIE .007626 .167 .0456 .0012
CEA -.781361 -.806 .9693 .0267






Multiple Correlation = .4228
R-Squared = .1788
Standard Error = 20.0159
N = 30
103
Hypothesis 8; In urban school districts, student
achievement test score in mathematics for grade 6
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables
The statistical analysis of data presented in Table
8, documents no significant impact of the independent
variables on the dependent variable. Therefore, the null
hypothesis is accepted. Only 23% of the dependent
variable is explained by the effect of all independent
variables.
TABLE 8
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN MATHEMATICS GRADE 6
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.066388 -1.676 .0396 . 1060 .1079
PSS .009464 .158 .0599 .0010
GAS .015797 .296 .0534 .0033
SAS -.025547 -.470 .0543 .0085
PMO -.007773 -.229 .0339 .0020
PIE .016469 1.507 .0109 . 1444 .0872
CEA .452026 .877 .5154 .0295
PPI .000990 1.268 .0008 .2173 .0618
LS .001153 .348 .0033 .0046
CONSTANT 168.372016
Multiple Correlation = .4818
R-Squared = .2321
Standard Error = 5.1060
N = 30
104
Hypothesis 9t In rural school districts, student
achievement scores in mathematics for grade 6 wl1 I
not be predicted by any of the stated Independent
variables.
The statistical analysis of data displayed in Table 9,
documents no significant relationship between the
dependent variable and all the independent variables.
Only 20% of students' achievement scores in mathematics
for grade 6 can be accounted for by al1 the independent
variables. The null hypothesis is accepted.
TABLE 9
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL MATHEMATICS GRADE 6
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .080715 1 .175 .0687 .2529 .0553
PSS -.021196 - .476 .0445 .0091
GAS .020971 .537 .0390 .0116
SAS .040390 .607 .0665 .0148
PMO .027598 .805 .0343 .0260
PIE -.007087 - .523 .0136 .0110
CEA .842093 .769 1.0952 .0237
PPI -.000849 -1 .315 .0006 .2012 .0693
LS -.001161 - .299 .0039 .0036
CONSTANT 202..331628
Multiple Correlation = .4451
R-Squared = .1981
Standard Error = 6.7803
N = 30
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Hypothesis 10t In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores In mathematics for grade
8 wi11 not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
A multiple regression analysis of data presented in
Table 10, documents no significant impact between the
independent variables and the dependent variable, except
for per person income. The null hypothesis, therefore is
rejected. It is important to note however, that al1
independent variables accounted for 53% of the student
achievement test scores in mathematics for grade 8 in
metro school districts.
TABLE 10
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO MATHEMATICS GRADE 8
Varlables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.052549 -1.414 .0372 .1700 .0466
PSS .025623 1.381 .0186 . 1799 .0445
GAS .010677 .549 .0194 .0070
SAS .016541 .456 .0363 .0048
PMO -.002323 -.119 .0196 .0003
PIE -.007825 -.959 .0082 .0214
CEA .052120 .300 .1736 .0020






Multiple Correlation = .7304
R-Squared = .5335
Standard Error = 3.5853
N = 30
106
Hypothesis 11; In urban school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for grade 8
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The regression analysis data displayed in Table 11 did
not document any significant results for all the
independent variables, except for per person income. The
null hypothesis is rejected. However, 41% of the test
scores in mathematics for grade 8 were accounted for by
the Joint effect of all independent variables.
TABLE 11
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN MATHEMATICS GRADE 8
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.031781 -1.222 .0260 .2344 .0437
PSS .007802 .198 .0393 .0012
GAS -.003940 -.112 .0351 .0004
SAS .033470 .938 .0357 .0258
PMO -.007229 -.324 .0223 .0031
PIE .002888 .402 .0072 .0046
CEA .368318 1.088 .3385 .2896 .0347
PPI .001391 2.713 .0005 .0129 .2154
LS -.000812 -.373 .0022 .0041
CONSTANT 185.889425
Multiple Correlation = .6438
R-Squared = .4145
Standard Error = 3.3535
N = 30
107
Hypothesis 12; In rural school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for grade 8
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The regression analysis of data display in Table 12
revealed no significant relationship between the dependent
variable and the independent variables. Therefore, the
null hypothesis is accepted. All independent variables
accounted for only 17% of the student achievement test
scores in mathematics for grade 8.
TABLE 12
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL MATHEMATICS GRADE 8
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .054537 1.072 .0509 .2970 .0477
PSS -.005190 -.158 .0330 .0010
GAS .014178 .490 .0289 .0099
SAS .034287 .696 .0493 .0201
PMO -.015763 -.621 .0254 .0160
PIE -.009695 -.965 .0099 .0387
CEA -.592604 -.731 .8111 .0222
PPI .000366 .766 .0005 .0244
LS -.000291 -.101 .0029 .0004
CONSTANT 224.074043
Multiple Correlation = .4108
R-Squared = .1688
Standard Error = 5.0218
N = 30
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Hypothesis 13; In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for grade 10
will not be predicted by any of the stated
Independent variables.
From the statistical analysis of data presented in
Table 13, it is shown that none of the independent
variables have a significant impact on student achievement
test scores in mathematics for grade 10 in metro school
districts except for community educational level
attainment. The null hypothesis is rejected. The table
also indicates that 60% of the test scores in mathematics
for grade 10 in metro school districts can be explained
by the collective effect of all the independent variables.
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TABLE 13
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO MATHEMATICS GRADE 10
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.005454 -.169 .0323 .0006
PSS .026675 1.657 .0161 .1100 .0545
GAS -.009251 -.548 .0169 .0060
SAS -.034341 -1.091 .0315 .2883 .0036
PMO -.032391 -1.905 .0170 .0683 .0721
PIE -.005595 -.790 .0071 .0124
CEA .308787 2.050 .1507 .0513 .0835






Multiple Correlation = .7763
R-Squared = .6026
Standard Error = 3.1112
N = 30
no
Hypothesis 14; In urban school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for grade
10 will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
A statistical analysis of data presented in Table 14,
reveals no significant Impact on student achievement test
scores in mathematics for grade 10 in urban school
districts, as a results of any of the independent
variables, except for school administration expenditures
and per person income. Therefore, the null hypothesis is
rejected. It is also important to note that approximately
57% of the test scores in mathematics for grade 10 can be
accounted for by the independent variables.
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TABLE 14
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN MATHEMATICS GRADE 10
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.026504 -1.228 .0216 .2321 .0324
PSS .002579 .079 .0326 .0001
GAS - .053989 -1.855 .0291 .0753 .0741
SAS .061481 2.077 .0296 .0486 .0928
PMO -.022377 -1.211 .0185 .2387 .0315
PIE .007510 1.261 .0060 .2200 .0342
CEA .504693 1.797 .2809 .0844 .0695
PPI .001253 2.946 .0004 .007 .1867
LS .000034 .019 .0018 .0000
CONSTANT 294.896854
Multiple Correlation = .7548
R-Squared . 5697
Standard Error = 2. 7824
N = 30
112
Hypothesis 15: In rural school districts, student
achievement test scores in mathematics for grade
10 will not be predicted by any of the
stated variables.
The statistical analysis of data presented in Table 15
did not document any significant impact on the dependent
variable as a result of the effect of the independent
variables. Only approximately 30% of the test scores can
be explained by all independent variables. The null
hypothesis is accepted.
TABLE 15
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL MATHEMATICS GRADE 10
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.014928 -.429 .0348 .0065
PSS .000309 .014 .0226 — .0000
GAS .025222 1.274 .0198 .2151 .0572
SAS .05472 1 .604 .0337 .1213 .0906
PMO .010917 .628 .0174 — .0139
PIE -.013631 -1.983 .0069 .0586 .1386
CEA .491475 .885 .5551 .0276
PPI -.000188 -.574 .0003 .0116
LS -.000952 -.483 .0020 .0082
CONSTANT 330.596347
Multiple Correlation = .5434
R-Squared = .2953
Standard Error = 3.4367
N = 30
113
Hypothesis 16; In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 1 wiI 1
not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
A statistical analysis of data on metro school
districts' student achievement test scores in reading for
grade 1 is presented in Table 16. The statistical
analysis revealed that approximately 36% of student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 1 in metro
school districts can be accounted for by all the
independent variables. At the .05 significance leve 1 ,
none of the independent variables are statistical 1y
sign!fleant . Therefore , the nu11 hypothesis is accepted.
TABLE 16
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO READING GRADE 1
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.064351 -1.210 .0532 .2388 .0469
PSS .018100 .682 .0265 — .0149
GAS -.003292 -.118 .0278 — .0004
SAS .011081 .214 .0519 — .0015
PMO -.006728 -.240 .0280 — .0018
PIE -.006397 -.548 .0117 — .0096
CEA .056419 .227 .2483 — .0016
PPI .001144 1.829 .0006 .0793 .1072
LS .000371 .079 .0046 — .0002
CONSTANT 212.694985
Multiple Correlation = .5995
R-Squared = .3594
Standard Error = 5.1282
N * 30
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Hypothesis 17; In urban school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 1 wiI 1
not be predicted by any of the the stated
independent variables.
A statistical analysis of data presented in Table 17
documents no significant impact on the dependent
variable. The null hypothesis is accepted. The table
also indicates that only 27% of the reading test scores
for grade 1 in urban school districts can be accounted for
by all the independent variables.
TABLE 17
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN READING GRADE 1
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .021659 -.573 .0378 .0120
PSS - .010770 -.189 .0571 — .0013
GAS - .036636 -.719 .0509 — .0189
SAS .022923 .442 .0518 — .0072
PMO - .046821 1.447 .0323 .1603 .0766
PIE .013095 1.256 .0104 .2217 .0577
CEA .860447 1.750 .4916 .0922 .1120
PPI .000834 1.120 .0007 .2756 .0459
LS .001949 .617 .0032 — .0139
CONSTANT 186 .882246
Multiple Correlation = .5186
R-Squared = .2689
Standard Error = 4.8693
N = 30
115
Hypothesis 18: In rural school districts student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 1 wi11
not be predicted by any of the stated independent
variables.
The statistical analysis of data displayed in Table 18
documents no significant impact occurred on the student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 1 in rural
school districts as a result of the independent variables.
The null hypothesis is accepted. Only 16% of the test
scores were accounted for by the effect of al 1 independent
variables.
TABLE 18
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL READING GRADE 1
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .118517 1.373 .0863 . 1824 .0793
PSS -.001976 -.035 .0559 — .0001
GAS .027620 .563 .0491 — .0133
SAS -.044835 -.536 .0836 __— .0121
PMO .024078 .559 .0431 — .0131
PIE -.001711 -.100 .0170 — .0004
CEA .643219 .467 1.3762 — .0092






Multiple Correlation = .3984
R-Squared = .1587
Standard Error = 8.5199
N = 30
116
Hypothesis 19t In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 3 wi11
not be predicted by any of the stated independent
variables.
The statistical analysis presented in Table 19
indicates a significant result for performance on student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 3 in metro
school districts. Therefore, the null hypotheses is
rejected. The independent variables accounted for 47% of
the test scores in reading grade 3.
TABLE 19
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO READING GRADE 3
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.076822 -2.012 .0382 .0552 .1075
PSS .036146 1.897 .0191 .0695 .0955
GAS .008760 .439 .0200 — .0051
SAS -.002857 -.077 .0373 — .0002
PMO -.009977 -.496 .0201 — .0065
PIE -.001227 -.146 .0083 — .0006
CEA -.103935 -.583 .1783 — .0089
PPI .001018 2.267 .0004 .0329 .1364
LS -.000856 -.255 .0033
CONSTANT 211.685446
Multiple Correlation = .6850
R-Squared = .4692
Standard Error = 3.6823
N = 30
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Hypothesis 20; In urban school districts student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 3
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The multiple regression analysis of data presented in
Table 20 Indicates that approximately 53% of students
achievement test scores in reading for grade 3 in urban
school districts can be explained by the Impact of all the
independent variables. However, none of the independent
variables except for community educational level
attainment, and per person Income, showed significant
impact. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected.
TABLE 20
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN READING GRADE 3
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.044673 -1.566 .0285 .1298 .0571
PSS -.024766 -.574 .0431 — .0077
GAS -.012557 -.326 .0385 — .0024
SAS .058432 1.493 .0391 .1479 .0519
PMO -.030596 -1.252 .0244 .2231 .0365
PIE .001046 .133 .0079 — .0004
CEA .814517 2.194 .3713 .0382 .1120





1.398 .0024 .1748 .0454
Multiple Correlation = .7312
R-Squared = .5347
Standard Error = 3.6777
N = 30
118
Hypothesis 21i In rural school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 3 wl 1 1
not be predicted by any of the stated variables.
The multiple regression analysis of data presented in
Table 21 documents no significant impact on the test
scores in reading for grade 3 in rural school districts,
as a result of the Independent variables. The null
hypothesis is therefore accepted. It is interesting to
note that only 15% of the test scores can be accounted for
by all the independent variables.
TABLE 21
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL READING GRADE 3
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .049920 .809 .0617 .0279
PSS -.035201 -.881 .0399 .0331
GAS -.011832 -.337 .0351 .0049
SAS .001397 .023 .0597 .0000
PMO .024926 .810 .0308 .0280
PIE -.015087 -1.239 .0122 .2279 .0654
CEA -.008016 -.008 .9833 .0000
PPI -.000368 -.634 .0006 .0171
LS .002850 .817 .0035 .0284
CONSTANT 240.762789
Multiple Correlation = .3844
R-Squared = .1477
Standard Error = 6.0878
N = 30
119
Hypothesis 22: In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 6
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The data presented in Table 22 Indicates that
approximately 60% of the student achievement scores in
reading for grade 6 in metro school districts can be
accounted for by the collective effect of all Independent
variables. As shown in the table, per pupil services,
pupil staff services expenditures and per person income
were shown to have significant impact on reading test
scores for grade 6 in the district. It is important
however, to note that per pupil services expenditures did
present a significant inverse coefficient; therefore, the
null hypothesis is rejected.
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TABLE 22
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO READING GRADE 6
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.077452 -2.096 .0369 .0467 .0873
PSS .038820 2.104 .0184 .0459 .0880
GAS -.004530 -.234 .0193 .0011
SAS -.014903 -.413 .0361 .0033
PMO .027149 1.394 .0195 .1759 .0386
PIE -.002535 -.312 .0080 .0019
CEA .036736 .213 .1726 .0009





-1.270 .0033 .2165 .0321
Multiple Correlation = .7764 ••
R-Squared = .6028
Standard Error = 3.5642
N = 30
121
Hypothesis 23; In urban school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 6 wi11
not be predicted by any of the stated independent
variables.
The statistical analysis of data presented on Table 23
shows that none of the independent variables, have a
significant impact on student achievement test scores in
reading for grade 6 in urban school districts. The table
also indicates that only 25% of the reading test scores
for grade 6 can be accounted for by the independent
variables. The null hypothesis Js accepted.
TABLE 23
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN READING GRADE 6
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.030658 .926 .0331 .0321
PSS -.014758 .295 .0501 — .0033
GAS -.003437 .077 .0447 — .0002
SAS .008221 .181 .0454 — .0012
PMO -.021090 .743 .0284 — .0207
PIE .008639 .945 .0091 — .0335
CEA .451640 1 .048 .4311 .3080 .0411






Multiple Correlation = .5002
R-Squared = .2502
Standard Error * 4.2706
N = 30
122
Hypothesis 24: In rural school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 6
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The regression analysis of data presented in Table 24
showed no significant Impact of all Independent variables
on student achievement test scores in reading for grade 6
in rural school districts. The nul1 hypothesis is
accepted. Only 25% of the test scores can be accounted
for by all independent variables.
TABLE 24
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL READING GRADE 6
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .110464 2.006 .0551 .0560 .1505
PSS .007788 .218 .0357 .0018
GAS .019982 .638 .0313 .0153
SAS .010855 .204 .0533 .0016
PMO .000416 .015 .0275 .0000
PIE -.006674 -.614 .0109 .0141
CEA .299734 .341 .8778 .0044
PPI -.000198 -.382 .0005 .0054
LS .001725 .554 .0031 .0115
CONSTANT 202.997495
Multiple Correlation = .5018
R-Squared = .2518
Standard Error = 5.4346
N = 30
123
Hypothesis 25; In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores In reading for grade 8
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The statistical analysis of data presented on Table 25
records that approximately 59% of student achievement test
scores in reading for grade 8 in metro school districts
can be accounted for by the independent variables' effect.
From the table it is shown that none of the independent
variables have a significant impact on the reading test
scores except for per person Income. The null hypothesis
is rejected.
TABLE 25
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO READING GRADE 8
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.051350 -1.687 .0304 .1038 .0587
PSS .028195 1.856 .0152 .0753 .0710
GAS .005295 .333 .0159 .0023
SAS .033531 1.129 .0297 .2718 .0263
PMO -.004567 -.285 .0160 .0016
PIE -.007035 -1.053 .0067 .3056 .0228
CEA .121606 .856 .1421 .0151






Multiple Correlation = .7667
R-Squared = .5878
Standard Error = 2.9353
N = 30
124
Hypothesis 26: In urban school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 8
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The regression analysis of data displayed in Table 26,
indicates a significant impact did occur between per
person income and test scores in reading for grade 8 in
urban school districts. However, 41% of the test scores
can be accounted for by all independent variables. The
null hypothesis is rejected.
TABLE 26
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN READING GRADE 8
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.035394 -1 .568 .0226 .1294 .0720
PSS .011360 .333 .0341 — .0032
GAS .009529 .313 .0304 .0029
SAS .023803 .769 .0310 .0173
PMO -.028985 -1 .499 .0193 .1464 .0658
PIE .002287 .367 .0062 —__ .0039
CEA .533045 1 .814 .2938 .0816 .0964






Multiple Correlation = .6434
R-Squared = .4140
Standard Error = 2.9105
N = 30
125
Hypothesis 27; In rural school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 8
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
A statistical analysis of data displayed in Table 27
documents no significant relationship between the student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 8 in rural
school districts and the Independent variables. The null
hypothesis is accepted. All independent variables account
for only 32% of the test scores.
TABLE 27
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL READING GRADE 8
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .073530 1.905 .0386 .0684 .1225
PSS -.013348 -.534 .0250 — .0096
GAS .006134 .280 .0219 — .0026
SAS .039625 1 .060 .0374 .3022 .0380
PMO -.013549 -.704 .0193 — .0167
PIE -.013288 -1.744 .0076 .0933 .1028
CEA -.620526 -1.008 .6153 .3266 .0344






Multiple Correlation = .5695
R-Squared = .3244
Standard Error = 3.8095
N * 30
126
Hypothesis 28: In metro school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade
10 wiil not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The multiple regression analysis result presented In
Table 28 indicates that 76% of student achievement test
scores for grade 10 reading in metro school districts can
be explained by all the Independent variables. However,
pupil services, plant maintenance, community educational
level and per person income all have a significant impact
on the test scores for reading grade 10. The null
hypothesis is rejected.
TABLE 28
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO READING GRADE 10
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.009652 -.498 .0194 .0030
PSS .023702 2.447 .0096 .0226 .0715
GAS -.007560 -.745 .0101 .0066
SAS -.005451 -.288 .0189 .0010
PMO -.022908 -2.240 .0102 .0347 .0599
PIE -.004904 -1.151 .0043 .2624 .0158
CEA .238020 2.627 .0906 .0155 .0823
PPI .000834 3.655 .0002 .001 .1594
LS -.000132 -.078 .0016 — .0001
CONSTANT 332.457195
Multiple Correlation = .8725
R-Squared = .7613
Standard Error = 1.8714
N = 30
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Hypothesis 29; In urban school districts, student
achievement test scores In reading for grade 10
will not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
A statistical analysis of data displayed on Table 29
documents no significant results for all independent
variables. Only 32% of the test scores can be explained
by all independent variables. The null hypothesis is
accepted.
TABLE 29
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN READING GRADE 10
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .006902 .254 .0272 .0022
PSS -.010433 -.254 .0411 .0022
GAS -.055676 -1.519 .0367 .1413 .0780
SAS .066775 1.790 .0373 .0854 .1083
PMO -.013953 -.599 .0233 .0121
PIE -.000262 -.035 .0075 .0000
CEA .159128 .450 .3538 .0067
PPI .000912 1.701 .0005 .1011 .0978
LS .000305 .134 .0023 .0006
CONSTANT 316.870161
Multiple Correlation = .5693
R-Squared = .3241
Standard Error = 3.5049
N * 30
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Hypothesis 30; In rural school districts, student
achievement test scores in reading for grade 10
can not be predicted by any of the stated
independent variables.
The multiple regression analysis of data displayed on
Table 30 showed no significant relationship between
student achievement test scores in grade 10 reading in
rural school districts and the Independent variables
except for per pupil instructional expenditures.
Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. However, it
is important to note that 41% of the dependent variable
can be explained by the collective effect of the
Independent variables.
TABLE 30
A SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL READING GRADE 10
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE -.004635 -.183 .0254 .0010
PSS -.003930 -.239 .0164 — .0016
GAS .013537 .940 .0144 — .0258
SAS .028228 1.150 .0245 .2630 .0387
PMO .012996 1.027 .0126 .3175 .0309
PIE -.016422 3.282 .0049 .003 .3153
CEA -.039390 -.097 .4041 — .0003






Multiple Correlation = .6439
R-Squared = .4146
Standard Error = 2.5021
N = 30
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Hypothesis 31: In metro school districts, student
dropout rate will not be predicted by any of
the stated independent variables.
A statistical analysis of data displayed on Table 31,
documents no significant impact between any of the
independent variables and the dependent variable^ The
nulI hypothesis is accepted. However, 60% of the the
student dropout rate may be explained by the collective
effect of all the independent variables.
Table 31
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
METRO DROPOUT RATES .
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .004041 .865 .0046 .0150
PSS -.000886 -.380 .0023 .0029
GAS .001433 .587 .0024 .0069
SAS -.000629 -.138 .0046 .0004
PMO .001128 .458 .0024 .0041
PIE -.000144 -.140 .0010 .0004
CEA -.029383 -1.347 .0218 .1906 .0363






Multiple Correlation = .7746
R-Squared = .6000
Standard Error = .4505
N = 30
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Hypothesis 32: In urban school districts, student
dropout rate will not be predicted by any of
the stated independent variables.
The regression analysis of data presented on Table 32,
revealed no significant impact on the dropout rate for
urban school districts, as a result of any of the
independent variables, except for per pupil service
expenditure. The null hypothesis is rejected. However,
36% of the dropout rate can be accounted for by al1
independent variables.
TABLE 32
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
URBAN DROPOUT RATES.
Variables Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .012610 2.166 .0058 .0405 .1497
PSS .000164 .019 .0088 .0000
GAS .007710 -.982 .0079 .0308
SAS .000362 .045 .0080 .0001
PMO .006737 1.351 .0049 . 1893 .0583
PIE .000104 -.065 .0016 .0001
CEA .074326 -.981 .0758 .0307
PPI .000059 -.513 .0001 .0083
LS .000763 -1.566 .0005 .1298 .0783
CONSTANT 2 .529246
Multiple Correlation = .6013
R-Squared = .3616
Standard Error = .7507
N = 30
131
Hypothesis 33; In rural school districts, student
dropout rate will not be predicted by any of
the stated independent variables.
The analysis of statistical data displayed in Table
33, documents no significant relationship between student
dropout rate in rural school districts and the independent
variables. Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted.
All independent variables accounted for only 12% of the
dropout rate.
TABLE 33
SUMMARY OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS FOR
RURAL DROPOUT RATES.
Variable Coefficient T S.E. P SR
PSE .005116 .533 .0096 .0124
PSS -.001815 -.292 .0062 .0037
GAS -.006227 -1.142 .0054 .2664 .0571
SAS -.001726 -.186 .0093 .0015
PMO .001461 -.305 .0048 .0041
PIE -.000661 -.349 .0019 .0053
CEA .067577 .442 .1530 .0086
PPI -.000063 -.695 .0001 .0212
LS .000568 1.046 .0005 .3086 .0480
CONSTANT 3.558943
Multiple Correlation = .3518
R-Squared = .1237
Standard Error = .9470
N = 30
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Hypothesis 34; There Is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 1 In mathematics
among the three demographic school districts.
The analysis of variance data presented In Table 34,
documents an F-ratio of 1.805 when evaluated for
significance at .05 probability. Using the critical value
of F, an F-ratlo of approximately 3.11 is needed to be
significant. The null hypothesis is accepted.
TABLE 34
A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 1 MATHEMATICS
SS df MS F
Between Groups 131.904 2 65.952 1.805 P<.05
Within Groups 3178.363 87 36.533
Total 3310.268 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 217.156
URBAN MEAN = 215.182
RURAL MEAN = 214.253
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Hypothesis 35: There is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 3 in mathematics
among the three demographic school districts.
Analysis of variance of data displayed on Table 35
shows an F-ration of 1.740. However, when tested for
significance, an F-ratio of 3.11 is needed to be
significant at .05 probability. Therefore, the null
hypothesis is accepted.
TABLE 35
A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 3 MATHEMATICS
SS df MS F
Between Groups 94.103 2 47.051 1.740 P<.05
Within Groups 2352.987 87 27.046
Total 2447.090 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 213.833
URBAN MEAN = 211.418
RURAL MEAN = 212.051
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Hypothesis 36; There is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 6 in mathematics
among the three demographic school districts.
A statistical analysis of data presented in Table 36
reveals an F-ratlo of 2.631. When evaluated for
significance, a 3.11 F-ratio is needed for significance.
Therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted.
TABLE 36
A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 6 MATHEMATICS
SS df MS F
Between Groups 700.851 2 350.425 2.631 P<.0
Within Groups 11589.050 87 133.207
Total 12289.900 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 209.938
URBAN MEAN = 206.248
RURAL MEAN = 203.110
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Hypothesis 37? There is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 8 in mathematics
among the three demographic school districts.
The analysis of variance of data presented on Table 37
revealed an F-ratlo of 3.561 which is significant at .05
probability. It is noted that an F-ratio of 3.11 is
needed to be significant. The null hypothesis is
therefore rejected. In order to determine the difference
between means, a test of multiple comparison was
conducted. Using the critical value of Q for within
groups at 87 degrees of freedom, for three samples, at
p=.05, a Q of 3.36 is needed for significance. A Tukey's
test multiple sample analysis of data presented in Table
38 documents the Q for Group 1 (metro) versus Group 2
(urban) is not significant. The Q for Group 1 (metro)
versus Group 3 (rural) is significant; and the Q for Group




A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 8 MATHEMATICS
SS df MS F
Between Groups 126.010 2 63.005 3.561 P<.05
Within Groups 1539.476 8 17.695
Total 1665.485 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN =* 215.288
URBAN MEAN = 213.072
RURAL MEAN = 212.563
TABLE 38
TUKEY'S TEST OF MULTIPLE EQUAL SAMPLE
SIZE FOR GRADE 8 MATHEMATICS
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 2 (urban) Q = 2.886
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = 3.549
For Group 2 (urban) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = .663
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Hypothesis 38; There is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 10 in mathematics
among the three demographic school districts.
The analysis of variance of data displayed in Table
39, documents an F-ratio of 12.338 which is significant
when evaluated for significance at the .05 probability.
An F-ratlo of 3.11 is needed to be significant. The null
hypothesis is rejected. To determine the difference
between means, a test of multiple comparison was
conducted. Using the critical value of F for within
groups degrees of freedom of 87, for three samples, at
P=.05,a Q of approximately 3.36 is needed for
significance. A Tukey's test multiple samples analysis of
data presented in Table 40 shows the Q for Group 1 Cmetro)
versus Group 2 (urban) is not significant. The Q for
Group 1 (metro) versus Group 3 (rural) is significant.




A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS
SS df MS F
Between Groups 325,684 2 162.842 12.338 P<.05
Within Groups 1148.270 87 13.199
Total 1473.953 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 324.600
URBAN MEAN = 325.933
RURAL MEAN = 321.400
TABLE 40
TUKEY'S TEST OF MULTIPLE EQUAL SAMPLE
SIZE FOR GRADE 10 MATHEMATICS
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 2 (urban) Q = 2.010
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = 4.824*
For Group 2 (urban) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = 6.835*
139
Hypothesis 39; There Is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 1 in reading
among the three demographic school districts.
The statistical analysis of data shown in Table 41
indicates an F-ration of 1.937. After evaluation for
significance, it is noted that an F-ratio of 3.11 is
needed to be significant. The null hypothesis is
accepted.
TABLE 41
A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 1 READING
SS df MS F
Between Groups 144.331 2 72.166 1.937 P<.0
Within Groups 3241.090 87 37.254
Total 3385.421 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 215.652
URBAN MEAN = 213.793
RURAL MEAN = 212.572
Hypothesis 40; There is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 3 in reading
among the three demographic school districts.
A statistical analysis of data presented a Table 42,
reveals and F-ratio of 4.190 did occur. When evaluated
for significance at .05 probability, a 3.11 F-ratio is
needed to be significant. The null hypothesis is
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rejected. To determine differences between means, a test
of multiple comparisons was run. A Tukey's test multiple
samples analysis of data presented in Table 43 documents
the Q for Group 1 (metro) versus Group 2 (urban) is
significant. The Q for Group 1 (metro) versus Group 3
(rural) is significant. The Q for Group 2 (urban) versus
Group 3 (rural) is not significant
TABLE 42
A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 3 READING
SS df MS F
Between Groups 188.967 2 94.483 4.190 P<.05
Within Groups 1961.949 87 22.551
Total 2150.916 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 218.406
URBAN MEAN = 215.314
RURAL MEAN = 215.350
TABLE 43
TUKEY'S TEST OF MULTIPLE EQUAL SAMPLE
SIZE FOR GRADE 3 READING
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 2 (urban) Q = 3.566*
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = 3.524*
For Group 2 (urban) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = .042
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Hypothesis 41t There is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 6 In reading
among the three demographic school districts.
The statistical analysis of variance of data presented
in Table 44, reveals an F-ratlo of 3.35 which is
significant when evaluated for significance. At the .05
level, an F-ratio of 3.11 is needed to be significant.
The null hypothesis is therefore, rejected. To determine
the difference between means, a test of multiple
comparison was conducted. Using the critical value of F
for within groups, degrees of freedom of 87, for three
samples, at p=.05, a Q of at least 3.36 is need for
significance. A Tukey's test multiple samples analysis of
data presented on Table 45 indicated the Q for Group 1
(metro) versus Group 2 (urban) is not significant. The Q




A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 6 READING
SS df MS F
Between Groups 869.749 2 434.875 3.357 P<.05
Within Groups 11269.719 87 129.537
Total 12139.468 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 208,744
URBAN MEAN = 206.842
RURAL MEAN = 201.408
TABLE 45
TUKEY'S TEST OF MULTIPLE EQUAL SAMPLE
SIZE FOR GRADE 6 READING
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 2 (urban) Q = .916
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = 3.531*
For Group 2 (urban) vs. Group 3 (rural) 0 = 2.615
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Hypothesis 42; There is no difference In student
achievement test scores for grade 8 In reading
among the three demographic school districts.
The analysis of variance data presented in Table 46,
documents a F-ratio of 1.020 which, when evaluated for
significance is, not significant to reject the null
hypothesis. Hence, the F-ratio of approximately 3.11 is
needed to be significant. The null hypothesis is
accepted.
TABLE 46
A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 8 READING
SS df MS F
Between Groups 33.050 2 16.525 1.020 P<.0
Within Groups 1408.973 87 16.195
Total 1442.022 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 211.605
URBAN MEAN = 213.066
RURAL MEAN = 212.563
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Hypothesis 43t There is no difference in student
achievement test scores for grade 10 in reading
among the three demographic school districts.
The analysis of variance of data displayed in Table 47
reveals an F-ratio of 13.291 which is found significant
after evaluation for significance. A 3.11 F-ratio is
needed to be significant. The null hypothesis is
rejected. To determine the difference between means, a
test of multiple comparisons was conducted. For within
groups and a degrees of freedom of 87, for three samples
at the p=.05 level, a Q of approximately 3.36 is needed
for significance. A Tukey^s test multiple sample analysis
of data presented on Table 48 did document the Q for Group
1 (metro) versus Group 2 (urban) is not significant. The
Q Group 1 (metro) versus the Group 3 (rural) is




A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS FOR
GRADE 10 READING
SS df MS F
Between Groups 266.066 2 133.033 13.291 P<.05
Within Groups 870.836 87 10.010
Total 1136.902 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 331.867
URBAN MEAN = 330.500
RURAL MEAN = 327.733
TABLE 48
TUKEY'S TEST OF MULTIPLE EQUAL SAMPLE
SIZE FOR GRADE 10 READING
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 2 (urban) Q = 2.366
For Group 1 (metro) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = 7.156*
For Group 2 (urban) vs. Group 3 (rural) Q = 4.790*
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Hypothesis 44: There is no difference in dropout
rate among the three demographic school districts.
The analysis of variance data displayed in Table 49,
presents an F-ratio of 2.800. When evaluated for
significance, it was uncovered not to be significant at
the .05 level. Therefore, the null hypothesis is
accepted.
TABLE 49
A SUMMARY OF F-RATIO RESULTS
FOR DROPOUT RATES
SS df MS F
Between Groups 3.031 2 1.516 2.800 p<.05
Within Groups 47.087 87 .541
Total 50.119 89
N = 30
METRO MEAN = 2.137
URBAN MEAN = 2.453
RURAL MEAN = 2.019
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CHAPTER VI
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents a summary of the study,
conclusions based on findings and recommendations for
further research.
SUMMARY
The main purpose of this study was to determine the
effect of school expenditures and selected socioeconomic
variables on student achievement and dropout rates. The
study was built around the input-output model analysis
which focuses on viewing the predictable levels of each
selected input variable on the selected output variable.
As educators and policy makers allocate tax money into
education, there is need to understand the effectiveness
of such allocations on different sectors of students^
achievement. The clear understanding of such effect will
enhance better evaluation of educational outcome and
improve budgeting practices in institutions.
For the purpose of this study, the school expenditure
variables involved were: per pupil service expenditures;
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per pupil school administrative service expenditures; per
pupil general administrative expenditures; per pupil staff
service expenditures; per pupil school plant maintenance
and operation expenditures; and per pupil instructional
expenditures, in addition to community educational
attainment level, local support effort and per personal
Income of the county. The effects of the above
independent variables on educational outcomes were
determined by analyzing their impact on student
achievement test scores in mathematics and reading for
grades 1,3,6,8,and 10 in addition to school dropout rates
CK-12) for each demographic school district in the state
of Georgia.
The research samples were drawn from a population of
187 school districts with demographic classifications of
metropolitan, urban and rural school districts. Thirty
school districts representing each demographic area were
randomly selected.
The researcher hypothesized that none of the school
expenditure variables in addition to the selected social
economic variables, will predict student achievement test
scores on mathematics, reading or dropout rates in any of
the demographic areas. Secondly, it was hypothesized that
there is no difference between the means of the dependent
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variables among the three demographic school districts.
The literature supports the study by revealing mixed
results on the impact of school expenditure and
socioeconomic variables on student outcome in different
demographic and geographic areas. School expenditures and
socioeconomic status were always associated with student
performance but varied in levels of impact in different
settings.
The method of data collection was documentary. Data
for all school expenditure and student outcome variables
were obtained from the Georgia Department of Education,
Statistical Information Division, while the socioeconomic
variables were obtained from the Department of Commerce,
Bureau of Census. A sample population of 30 school
districts was randomly selected for each demographic
areas. Following the data collection, to facilitate
understanding of relationships among variables, the
statistical treatment applied includes correlations and
multiple regression analysis, as well as, analysis of
variance among dependent variables for the three
demographic population. The researcher used code
definitions and symbols for variables to enhance computer
identification.
The researcher used a .05 probability level of
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significance to evaluate regression coefficient, R-squared
Cr2), F-ratlo, and T-ratio output of data analysis.
Findings:
The findings of this study are presented with the
limitation of the study in mind. In terms of hypothesis
the results are briefly states below.
1. Per pupil service expenditure was revealed to have
significant Impact only on the following:
a. test scores in mathematics for grade
1 for rural school districts.
b. test scores in reading for grades 6
in metro school districts.
c. the dropout rate in urban school
districts.
2. Per pupil staff services expenditure was
shown to have significant impact on:
a. test scores in reading for grade 6
in metro school districts.
b. test scores in reading for grade 10
in metro school districts.
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3. Per pupil general administration expenditure
was not found to have significant impact
on the dependent variables.
4. Per pupil school administration expenditure
was reported to have significant impact only
on test scores for mathematics in grade
10 for metro school districts.
5. Per pupil school plant maintenance and operation
expenditure was only revealed to have
significant impact on test scores in
reading grade 10 for metro school districts.
6. Per pupil instructional expenditure was reported
to have a significant impact on test scores
in reading for grade 10 in rural school
districts.
7. Community educational attainment level was found
to have significant Impact on the following:
a. test scores for mathematics in grade
10 in metro school districts.
b. test scores for reading in grade 10
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in metro school districts.
c. test scores for mathematics in grade
3 for urban school districts.
d. test scores for reading in grade 3
for urban school districts.
8. Per person income was shown to have significant
impact on the following:
a. test scores in mathematics for grade
1 and 8 for metro school districts.
b. test scores in reading for grades 3,
6, 8, and 10 for metro school
districts.
c. test scores in mathematics for grades
3, 8 and 10 for urban schol districts
d. test scores in reading for grades 3
and 8 for urban school districts.
9. Local support effort did not reveal any a
significant impact on test scores in
mathematics for grade 3 in metro school
districts.
The research findings relating to the researcher^s
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hypotheses on variations among means, revealed the
following outcomes.
1. There was no significant difference in test
scores for grade 1 in mathematics among the
three demographic areas.
2. There was significant difference in test
scores for grade 3 in mathematics between
a. metro and urban school districts
b. metro and rural school districts
3. No significant difference was shown for
test scores for grade 6 in mathematics.
4. There was a significant difference revealed
for test scores for mathematics in grade 8
between urban and rural school districts.
5. There was a significant difference between
the means of test scores in mathematics for
grade 10 in:
a. metro and rural school districts
b. urban and rural school districts.
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6. No significant difference occurred between
the means for grade 1 reading test scores
in three demographic areas.
7. No significant difference was revealed for
the means of grade 3 reading test scores for
the three demographic areas.
8. There was significant difference between
the means of reading grade 6 test scores
or urban and rural school districts.
9. No significant difference was recorded for
the means of test scores in reading in
grade 8 among the three sub-groups.
10. A significant difference was found
between the means of test scores in
grade 10 reading for metro and rural,
as well as urban and rural.
11. No significant difference was revealed
for the means of the dropout rates in
the three demographic areas.
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CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS
Based upon the research findings of chapter V, certain
conclusions were drawn. First, this study confirmed that
school expenditure variables were not meaningful
predictors of students' performance in the state of
Georgia. Secondly, the results of school expenditures
effect on student performance were mixed and varied in
different school districts.
The per pupil service expenditure was shown to have
significant effect on student achievement in mathematics
for grade 1 in rural school districts; reading for grade 6
in rural school districts; and dropout rate in urban
school districts. It is important to note that per pupil
service expenditures was the only independent variables
that presented a significant effect on student achievement
in the rural school districts. This could have been due
to the need for health and other relative support
services in the rural districts. Thus, the addition of
improved pupil services in the poor rural school districts
should make a significant improvement in student
achievement, while the addition of such services in the
metro and urban school districts where materials are
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plentiful, may not make any significant difference in
student achievement.
The per pupil staff service expenditures did present
significant effect on reading grade 6 and 10 in metro
school districts, while the per pupil school
administration expenditures were shown to have significant
effect on student achievement in mathematics test scores
for grade 10 in urban school districts. The per pupil
plant maintenance and operation expenditures had
significant effect on reading test scores for grade 10 in
metro school districts, while per pupil instructional
expenditures presented significant effect only oh reading
test scores for grade 10 in the rural school districts.
The analysis of research data and findings showed
community educational attainment level to be a significant
predictor of student performance in the following areas:
Cl) mathematics test scores for grade 3 in urban school
districts; <2) mathematics test scores for grade 10 in
metro school districts; (3) reading test scores for grade
3 in urban school districts; and <4> reading test scores
for grade 10 in metro school districts. However, it is
important to note the inverse relationship between the
community educational attainment level and student
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performance In the metro school districts. This study
suggest that the inverse relationship could have been
caused by the fact that this study examined the
relationship between the means of educational level and
student performance of the entire district. There may be
a difference in results if the educational attainment
levels of the actual parents of the students represented
in the public schools were utilized. For example, in
metro areas, many highly trained professionals who were
accounted for in the community educational level
attainment mean may not have children in the public school
systems. Therefore they may not have influence on student
achievement in the public schools.
However, the overall effect of community educational
attainment level on student achievement in this study
support similar findings in literature which indicated
that the educational level of parents play a major role in
student performance.
From the research findings, per person income is the
most significant predictor of student achievement. It was
shown to have significant impact on the following: (1>
mathematics test scores for grades 1 and 8 in metro school
districts; (2) mathematics test scores for grade 3, 8 and
10 in urban school districts; <3) reading test scores for
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grades 3, 6, 8 and 10 in metro school districts; (4)
reading test scores for grades 3 and 8 in urban school
districts.
Finally, local support effort presented a significant
effect on student achievement in mathematics test scores
for grade 3 in only metro school districts.
The significant effect of personal Income on student
achievement supports and compliments other literature on
this issue. The significant impact of personal income
could be based on the assumption that high Income parents
are more likely to equip their children with educational
materials; and tend to expose them to the larger
environment. Again, the relationship between educational
level attainment of the community and personal income
cannot be over looked. It is more likely to find, the
majority of the higher income parents with a high school
education, which as a result, will contribute to their
ability to Identify the educational needs of the students.
It was found, from the analysis of R-Squared scores
(See Table 50), that the collective effects of all the
Independent variables involved in this study presented a
very low accountability for student performance in the
rural school districts. Thus, it appears that there is
need for more investigation into other factors, not
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Involved in this present study, which might be responsible
for student achievement in the rural school districts.
However, the significant effect of per pupil services, as
documented in this study might be one of the
non-instructional variables that need to be improved in
the rural school districts.
TABLE 50
SUMMARY OF R - SQUARED ANYLYSIS
Mathematics Reading Dropout
Grades 1 3 6 8 10 1 3 6 8 10 K
Metro 39 28 18 53 60 36 47 60 59 76 60
Urban 28 53 23 41 57 27 53 25 41 32 36
Rural 27 13 20 17 30 16 15 25 32 41 12
A summary of R-Squared also revealed, the
accountability levels of all the independent variables on
dependent variables ranged from; (1) 18% to 76% for metro
school districts; <2> 23% to 57% for urban school
districts; (3) 12% to 41% for rural school districts. It
is interesting however, to note that there were increases
in impact levels on student achievement in mathematics and
reading for grade 10 that can be explained by the
independent variables in the three geographic areas.
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There was as well, a consistent decline In percentage of
accountability <R-Squared) for grade mathematics and
reading test scores In urban school districts. It Is
valuable to point out that other factors not examined In
this study could cause the occurred variations In
R-Squared scores.
The rural school district problem In Georgia may be
viewed as similar to those of developing countries. In
such case, effective use and provision of quality pupil
services may help to Improve student performance.
According to Fuller and Heynemen <1989), textbooks and
Instructional materials, years of teacher training, school
library activity' length of Instructional programs and
pupil feeding programs are the most Influential school
factors that affect student achievement In third world
schools. The same can be true of schools In rural
Georgia.
Furthermore, the present study documents more
significant variances between the mean of student
achievement In rural, metro and/or urban school districts.
Though there were some significant differences In student
achievement levels In metro, urban and rural school
districts, the researcher concludes that the few revealed
differences could not have resulted from differences In
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expenditures. However, the rural school districts with
traditionally lower expenditures, tend to have lower
student achievement levels. This result, which is
supported in the literature, is more likely to be
associated with the socioeconomic variables, rather than
with school expenditure variables.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations are made as a result of
the findings and conclusions of this study.
1. School districts should analyze the impact
of each school expenditure variable on student
performance each year before the allocation
of funds
2. Accounting systems used by schools should be
linked to the ingredients of specific programs.
Traditional line item budgets yield only the
information that money is spent on particular
item serving functions such as administration
or instruction.
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3. Rural school districts should provide more pupil
services by increasing availability of school
materials and other student support services.
4. Given that community educational attainment level
and per person income were found to be significant
predictors of student performance, schools should
encourage more adult education and literacy
programs.
5. School districts should focus more on non-
financial educational resources (inputs) for
student outcome improvements, since school
expenditures did not present significant effect
on student achievement.
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE STUDY
1. Further research is needed to examine the effect
of school expenditure variables on student outcome
for individual schools rather than school districts
or demographic areas.
2. Further research is needed using a longitudinal
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data of school systems for 10 years to explain
the impact of school expenditure on student
performance to obtain indepth results.
3. Further research is needed to examine the
difference between the means of each school
expenditure variables among school districts.
4. Further research is needed to examine possible
non-financial and non-social economic factors
that affect rural schools.
5. Further research is needed to examine other
factors that will explain the student
achievement levels not accounted for by the
independent variables utilized in this study.
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APPENDIX A
Per Pupil School Expenditures/Metro
Appendix 1.
Table o-f per pupil school expenditures by tunctions tor Metro school
districts,and social economic 1evelS.C1989-90}.
County PSE. PSS. GAS. SAS. PMO. PIE. LS. CEAX PPl.
BARROW 52.8 98.56 132.30 187.02 308.07 1731.43 947.93 7.5 13,619
BIBB 76.03 155.84 169.86 184.92 384.47 1955.94 1075.89 13 14719
CATOOSA 53.17 128.03 104.31 183.33 286.04 1656.24 660.64 7.3 11554
CHATHAM 138.91 178.68 149.32 185.48 317.08 1990.51 2036.24 14.1 15037
CHEROKEE 64.06 129.40 71.23 177.68 289.85 1785.75 963.59 9.7 15802
CLATTON 143.57 167.48 110.54 187.07 394.19 2065.91 1540.32 10.3 15335
COBB 63.13 90.92 135.84 169.67 341.27 1960.73 1617.90 23.0 20423
CLARKE 94.76 185.77 214.40 171.45 470.34 2201.23 1808.69 35.0 14762
DEKALB 94.59 148.24 148.35 209.64 453.09 2576.51 2641.88 27.9 19145
DOUGHERTY 99.99 180.70 129.70 189.04 323.58 1939.55 980.06 14.2 12624
DOUGLAS 104.37 163.51 109.97 192.73 325.79 1752.03 965.20 9.1 14496
FULTON 155.49 361.38 286.18 281.15 492.82 2562.98 3028.90 23.0 20425
GWINNETT 75.87 134.08 187.21 176.41 265.87 1868.13 1659.32 18.9 18212
COLUMBIA 68.09 124.64 81,97 181,71 261.45 1689.11 870.86 15.4 14738
FORSYTH 89.45 125.06 100.79 209.33 399.38 1775.88 1861.80 8.7 17117
MUSCOGEE 96.90 153.25 192.82 186.47 394.15 1985.03 1026.22 12.9 13575
RICHMOND 110.54 94.34 155.15 216.71 352.95 1976.21 1355.93 14.8 13693
FAYETTE 57.22 141.43 73.69 130.21 290.47 1867.52 1290.34 16.5 20635
HENRY 76.27 129.76 91.37 175.12 273.18 1588.99 1242.18 9.4 16187
ROCKDALE 96.68 220.54 198.40 157.11 347.36 1907.16 1797.33 12.6 17153
HOUSTON 72.53 207.41 64.11 179.87 322.80 1853.17 1004.02 13.2 13765
NEWTON 87.57 135.06 114.78 168.25 345.68 1890.66 964.12 8.6 13309
PAULDING 42.83 112.37 119.96 140.51 282.88 1662.31 889.20 4.3 13518
SPALDING 87.78 145.04 76.17 165.56 323.39 1785.50 995.10 9.0 12896
WALKER 91.07 139.19 57.93 190.39 268.73 1709.94 692.84 6.0 11925
MADISON 61.14 136.11 79.90 131.52 239.02 1635.47 571.56 7.5 11554
EFFINGHAM 41.26 71.60 98.98 147.00 243.52 1593.84 720.18 5.2 11081
JACKSON 89.18 107.57 143.16 161.07 201.58 1639.99 832.56 8.0 12983
PEACH 48.21 90.02 64.10 145.69 277.27 1603.89 486.89 14.4 14279
DADE 37.46 149.56 116.41 171.87 340.17 1685.91 692.21 7.8 10408
165
APPENDIX B
Per Pupil School Expend!tures/Urban
Appendix Z.
Table ot per pupil expenditures by functions tor Urban school
districts, and social economic tevels[1939-903.
County P5E. PS5. GAS. SAS. PMO. PIE. L5. CEA-.; PPl.
APPLING 111.36 184.95 106.71 211.95 313.26 2043.52 1394.09 6.5 11312
MACON 40.02 159.58 72.20 163.42 330.50 1743.42 773.67 8.0 10840
BENHILL 61 .72 109.53 120.72 128.34 135.59 1656.45 937.90 8.1 11188
BROOKS 56.93 164.36 114.08 215.96 285.71 1953.19 709.07 7.5 9161
BURKE 73.17 159.05 124.63 169.06 271.80 1639.92 2065.12 7.9 10920
CAMDEN 54.88 149.17 121.48 242.72 282.00 1699.25 846.50 8.2 12070
COFFEE 92.22 127.05 103.75 164.56 230.01 1787.56 719.72 3.2 11138
CARROLL 100.79 151.29 127.62 168.94 260.72 1801.18 700.95 11.2 13333
COLQUIT 84.89 166.40 118.14 206.07 341.41 1868.19 785.61 8.4 12206
GRADV 62.90 168.55 102.97 145.77 257.66 1822.29 664.65 7.0 10782
DECTUR 52.10 133.87 142.13 177.71 256.01 1751.97 607.08 3.4 11096
ELBERT 44.40 122.67 136.86 183.37 271.28 1717.07 633.91 7.9 12433
EMANUEL 47.25 135.21 71.02 157.55 225.50 1682.79 528.37 7.2 10203
FLOYD 74.91 173.16 91.61 193.47 402.16 1904.10 1370.47 11.8 14282
LIBERT 65.78 103.34 65.48 143.49 243.71 1551.69 501.42 12.3 11212
GLYNN 264.38 209.57 159.32 176.97 342.20 1939.64 1782.78 14,9 15548
GORDON 71.79 163.05 84.17 155.52 277.38 1625.46 687.37 6.8 13386
HABERSHAM1 52.98 186.67 93.10 178.66 309.55 1825.92 1024.24 12.2 13192
HALL 64.50 160.30 52.39 158.13 301.27 1756.49 1029.78 6.4 15683
LOWNDES 127.44 170.42 105.07 180.16 317.87 1881.79 844.07 13.2 12758
MERIWETHER 66.98 157.00 105.65 182.70 250.94 1718.74 487.93 7.1 10732
TROUP 60.38 115.39 91.12 185.32 289.50 1561.54 492.44 10.9 13514
WALTON 70.73 86.06 91.62 132.09 224.57 1596.27 786.84 7.3 12963
POLK 62.19 148.24 75.25 166,37 242.89 1927.82 628.02 5.7 13427
ROME 121.94 169.96 119.84 211.37 350.83 2021.16 1176.77 11.8 14282
FANNIN 59.30 147.74 80.59 170.54 255.88 1764.67 567.52 FI 10966
THOMASVILL 72.10 170.83 119.38 209.39 361.80 1994.59 1094.04 11.2 13006
TIFT 59.38 117.82 74.55 150.79 189.82 1688.70 487.70 11.5 13042
JEFFERSON 60.94 174.35 71.04 127.35 277.37 1662.83 452.69 6.8 14246
WHITFIELD1 83.64 166.89 94.79 191.37 280.95 1733.46 979.90 9.7 13752
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PS5. 5hS . SAb . PMu. PIE. L5. CEA'Z PPI.
169.46 141.05 146.84 243.35 1666.45 676.10 5,0 11896
131.13 123.31 130.91 251.66 155y.89 572.3u 6.9 11598
99.21 142.85 197.35 239.14 1834.23 731.46 6.9 12960
158.34 133.76 206.00 253.30 1856.91 520.74 7.2 12193
96.15 127.24 168.63 256.20 1742.88 503.63 9.0 11733
166.50 118.94 193.88 247.89 1734.88 1340.26 6.3 12888
118.36 174.10 173.20 275.48 1659.39 793.49 5.5 11322
182.26 111.00 159.90 317.55 1998.64 1063.38 7.9 11995
267.94 150.37 238.03 483.84 1823.88 1595.47 4.4 13229
184.93 72.85 145.10 246.15 1681.50 376.45 7.2 10966
131.24 102.78 154.10 205.75 1752.04 454.22 8.1 11138
144.33 111.13 162.72 252.85 1638.05 918.61 6.6 13797
119.94 153.01 130.19 264.78 1705.74 430.73 4.8 13772
84.86 176.16 145.01 292.55 1805.27 949.79 6.3 11570
141.69 135.97 195.70 330.55 1656.88 707.07 6.4 9660
144.71 105.99 217.96 306.92 2048.31 1883.75 4.4 11158
147.83 138.78 178.23 240.00 1743.60 779.94 5.7 10807
113.93 144.00 134.19 190.31 1598.87 840.31 9.2 13863
115.19 81.90 153.51 275.92 1761.45 648.80 7.4 12107
179.66 136.67 169.51 296.96 1786.11 503.56 7.0 10623
170.85 101.91 160.65 233.73 1727.05 561.13 6.2 11179
211.77 144.44 177.31 248.49 1682.83 687.77 5.3 10757
142.49 136.89 182.69 269.74 1845.46 656.68 7.3 11230
170.47 187.71 132.89 257.40 1809.84 931.72 7.1 10623
126.61 190.70 182.72 283.70 1795.71 2270.00 9.4 13828
165.26 142.98 146.66 226.29 1578.23 640.23 8.7 13049
127.81 85.84 137.12 180.58 1755.91 459.13 9.2 12473
185.11 91.26 164.79 280.66 1856.72 1086.23 5.1 10486
186.54 115.03 154.06 344.01 1744.60 685.49 8.0 10808
144.87 130.25 195.23 274.52 1902.41 644.00 6.1 11025
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Teble ot student achievement in Mathematics ,and Reading,C test scoresJ

































3 6 e 10 1 3 6 i5 10
217,,42 303 .68 215,.00 324 211 .63 218,.57 205 .19 211 .57 329
207,.62 205 .39 212,.00 317 211 .79 215 .18 1C,8 .20 208 .26 327
214,,38 206 .25 215..66 323 215 .47 217,.56 209 .86 213 .91 332
203,,89 199 .47 208,,90 322 204 .06 209 .30 199 .15 205 .00 331
220,.42 211,.34 219,,92 324 220 .23 223,.69 215 .64 216 .10 334
214,,70 209 .88 215,.29 323 216 .45 217,.74 210 .25 211 .72 330
217,,70 211 .36 221,,00 332 218 .62 222,.40 215 .35 218 .88 339
211,,22 208 .30 215,.00 326 214 .85 215,.82 211 .69 211 .44 332
210,,77 208 .13 212,.51 324 216 .36 216..70 209,.47 208 .67 331
214 ,11 201 .07 211 .35 321 217 .81 218 .56 203 .78 208 .87 329
214,,42 212 .91 217.,00 324 215 .75 219,.84 212,.49 213 .85 332
215 .06 208 .04 217 .68 327 215 .64 219,.82 209 .89 214 .66 334
220 .86 216 .27 225..48 332 223 .01 2251.76 215,.38 218 .77 338
218 .34 209 .81 221,.00 329 220 .01 223,.31 211 .89 215,.77 336
214 .25 207 .97 219,.12 324 220 .63 218..94 209,.28 212,.72 331
208 .88 205 .59 213 .53 319 209 .19 214,.47 207 .81 208 .68 328
208..77 197 .82 211,.10 319 212,.28 213.,85 201,.49 208,.00 328
224 .86 217 .67 223 .87 332 227 .58 226,.57 218 .52 218,.43 338
212 .46 200 .93 213,.20 322 215 .41 217,.78 205.,07 211,.25 331
222 .41 211 .75 221 .00 330 222 .50 226,.77 214 .68 215..70 336
212 .58 206 .03 217,.00 326 209 .66 217,,20 211,.29 213,.61 335
211 .62 202 .32 214..09 324 211 .44 216..10 206 .29 209,.81 332
210 .56 203 .82 212,.00 318 215 .08 216..64 207.,22 207.,56 329
213 .00 204 .68 207 .76 328 213 .84 216,.35 205,.52 205,.00 331
212 .29 201 .63 212,.00 321 211 .50 215,.91 205,.49 208.,83 329
215 .65 202 .54 215 .00 328 212 .88 219,.55 204,.83 211.,27 330
213 .81 207 .21 215,.40 326 217 .21 219,,07 206,.59 211,,23 331
209 .26 201 .77 210 .80 327 213 .92 215,,13 201,.85 207,,97 332
205 .52 204 .09 210,.02 326 208 .47 210,,92 204,,89 208,.36 333
218 .17 210 .42 214 .94 320 218 .23 222,.68 213,.28 212,.26 328
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3 6 3 10 1
Reading.
1 e 5 lu
APPl.tNG 219. 7BJ 210..13 210.,33 211,.97 325 221,.14 214 .35 207 .54 207 .48 350
MACON 215..75 206..64 200,.52 208,.89 321 212,.16 209 .17 197 .92 2o4 .47 526
BENHILL 224.,04 210,.83 2,J2,.76 206..‘j2 320 1.14 218,.55 208 .02 209 .00 326
BROOKS 202..14 202,.94 199,.63 206,s02 324 205,.38 208 .51 200 .89 "O? .00 325
BURKE 205..79 204,.54 202,.65 210,.74 321 207,.00 210,.30 204 .25 205 .29 327
CAMDEN 213,.22 213,.12 202,.77 216,.06 330 210,.95 217 .36 204 .31 211 .96 336
COFFEE 219.,20 209,.57 208.,15 210,.00 325 215,.55 212,.79 204,.56 205 .00 329
CARROLL 218,.45 213,.51 203,.60 213 .41 326 214,.25 217 .31 205 .64 211 .30 332
COLQUIT 215,,13 211,.68 207..81 212,,55 329 215..46 215..25 209,.38 207 .35 332
GRADY 212,.15 208 .64 209 .96 215 .00 322 213,.87 213,.18 209 .27 211 .13 326
DECATUR 217,,02 207,.38 209,.88 213,.28 322 213.,94 213..09 209,.09 208,.23 328
ELBERT 211,.51 208,.34 204,.96 215 .00 326 209,.28 216,.16 204,.80 210,.93 331
EMANUEL 208,.45 211 .81 198,.54 206 .61 330 209,.49 212,,99 200..86 204,.51 335
FLOYD 220 .00 220,.68 207 .30 215 .00 331 218,.12 222.,04 208,.22 2C<9..49 334
LIBERTY 211 .36 208 .11 202,.79 212,.00 324 209,,83 213,.92 207,.06 208,,89 330
GLYNN 214 .79 210 .09 204 .01 212 .87 324 213,.58 215..11 208,.20 208..09 331
GORDON 218,.40 213 .64 206,.84 215,.17 326 211.,97 217..88 207,.22 209,,87 330
HABERSHAM 226,.89 225 .77 223 .98 220 .80 332 222,.38 224,.81 217,.58 215.,53 336
HALL 218,.98 216 .19 207,.37 213,.71 328 215..57 219.,47 208.,59 208..82 332
LOWNDES 217 .02 215 .20 206 .09 216,.72 329 218,.08 217,.07 205,.44 211,.98 334
MERIWETHER 212,.43 204 .29 201,.45 207,.38 320 210,,12 208.,58 201,.04 202.,00 322
TROUP 223 .69 213 .39 208 .09 217 .00 324 221..08 219,.45 209,.54 210.,09 330
WALTON 214,.60 214 .73 208,.37 212,,22 326 211,.44 218,.65 210,.10 209,.80 331
POLK 211 .65 207 .33 207 .75 217 .76 329 211,.35 210,.94 205,.33 209,.74 332
ROME CITY 218 .49 213 .25 206 .71 215,.33 330 215,.90 213..62 209,.76 210,.65 333
FANNIN 212 .15 208 .64 211 .40 216 .33 320 213 .87 213 .18 213 .91 210 .93 337
THOMASVILLE 207 .87 209 .90 211 .06 214 .44 325 208,.85 214,.56 210 .49 207,.28 328
TIFT 218 .16 213 .67 206 .89 215 .68 329 220,.79 217,,02 208 .37 210 .90 330
JEFFERSON 205 .55 205 .71 200 .99 209 .81 326 205,.90 205,.80 200 .92 205 .00 329
WHITFIELD 223 .32 222 .82 204 .78 213 .66 328 214 .43 223,.32 209 .95 212 .35 333
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3 6 6 10 1
Reading.
3 6 8 10
ATKINSON 218,,42 217,,41 206.,99 209,.11 323 216..05 220,.53 205 .26 207 .24 327
BACON 207,,33 208..70 204,.94 213,.11 322 210,.33 211 .26 205 .88 208,.19 330
BREMEN 223.,33 .05 211,,42 220..36 327 219,.81 2?'^ .35 213,.26 215,.51 330
CALHOUN 206,,44 206,.47 197,.92 208,.00 316 211,.75 210 .24 195 .33 205,.00 325
CANDLER 211,.82 212..29 199,.02 208,.91 323 211,.43 216 .72 205,.35 207 .05 328
CARTERSVILLE 223,,75 218..14 211,.59 225..84 325 225,.40 226,.68 210,.49 217,.55 331
CHARLTON 208,,21 210,.77 195,,64 212,,76 326 198,.72 ?j2 ,36 198,.51 209,,73 334
DOOLY 206,.25 198,.86 194,.55 205,.00 321 202,.46 203,.92 195 .94 199,.05 325
DAWSON 221,.43 217,.08 202,.30 210,.00 323 216,.55 218,.84 210,.44 208,.78 330
EVANS 209,.44 208,.29 201,.85 210,.00 322 210,.49 212 .17 205 .81 206 .86 327
FITZGER 214,.45 212..09 196..46 209.,72 318 208,.46 213,.43 198,.78 206,.22 325
GILMER 219,.30 215,.18 207,.66 214..47 328 215,.74 219,.88 210,.33 211..34 333
GLASCOCK ^25 ,90 214,.36 194,,51 216..28 315 220,,30 219,.56 197,.60 213,,67 325
GREENE 216,.88 207,.30 206..48 208,.82 319 211,.43 211 .35 202,.62 205,.00 325
HANCOCK 208,.34 211..60 208..44 214,.23 326 209,.70 218,.02 197,.87 209,.16 330
HEARD 219 .09 211,.94 208,.44 217,.00 319 220,.05 215,.00 210,.11 212,.17 325
IRWIN 207 .37 203,.54 195..89 211,,32 318 204,.46 206,.93 203,.10 210.,59 327
JASPER 218 .41 209..95 203,,49 210..80 325 212,.43 213 .50 206,.07 206,.12 327
JEFFDAVIS 218 .34 219,.21 203,.99 212,,19 318 218..53 221,.13 206,.64 207..53 327
JENKINS 216 .25 209,.41 208 .47 221..00 325 226..68 211,.98 206,.23 210..24 327
JOHNSON 206 .02 207,.70 200,.36 210,.00 321 209,.06 207,.70 200,.36 210..00 321
LANIER 207 .79 210 .64 201 .43 212 .00 321 203 .80 208 .56 204 .69 209,.49 328
LINCOLN 214 .08 211,.41 210,.00 212,.96 321 213,.04 215 .31 207..52 208,.31 327
MILLER 223 .27 224 .41 209 .48 216 .68 323 224 .02 224 .88 210 .08 210,.94 328
MONROE 210 .41 209 .26 199 .70 210..81 319 215 .02 216 .43 205,.56 210,.56 328
PIKE 211 .51 214 .37 196 .77 212 .00 318 207 .05 217 .58 197 .56 210 .53 325
TOOMBS 213 .23 211 .76 198 .11 211 .84 317 211 .18 212 .42 203,.15 209,.51 327
TWIGGS 202 .30 206 .98 193 .15 205 .00 318 198 .86 214 .41 198 .47 204 .08 327
UNION 226 .01 221 .19 218 .60 217 .12 323 225 .78 222 .57 213,.63 214,.60 333





Table ot school Dropout rates for Metro, Urban, and Rural school districts.
Metro.Sch.s. Dropout rate Urban Sch. Dropout rate Rural 3ch. Dropout rate
Districts. Districts. Districts.
DARR'OW 3.0 APPLING 2.6 ATKINSON 2.6
BIBD 2.0 MACON 2.5 BACON 2.6
CATOOSA 2.5 BENHILL , 2 BREMEN 1.3
CHATHAM 2.0 BROOKS 3.7 CALHOUN .9
CHROKEE 2.2 BURKE 2.3 CANDLER 2.6
CLATTON 1.7 CAMDEN 1.9 CARTERSVILLE 3.2
COBB 1.7 COFFEE 2.8 CHARLTON 1.9
CLARKE 1.9 CARROLL 2.8 DOOLY 3.1
DEKALB 1.0 COLQUIT 2.9 DAWSON 2.6
DOUGHERTY 2.2 GRADY 1.5 EVANS 2.3
DOUGLAS 2.0 DECTUR 2.3 FITZGER 2.4
FULTON 1.4 ELBERT 1.7 GILMER 2.8
GWINNENTT 1.0 EMANUEL 2.5 GLASCOCK 1.0
COLUMBIA 1.9 FLOYD 3.0 GREENE 1.9
FORSYTH 2.2 LIBERT 1.9 HANCXK 1.1
MUSCOGEE 2.5 GLYNN 3.2 HEARD 2.6
RICHMOND 2.3 GORDON 3.8 IRWIN 2.4
FAYETTE 1.3 HABERSHAM 2.2 JASPER 1.2
HENRY 2.0 HALL 1.7 JEFFDAVIS 2.2
ROCKDALE 2.1 LOWNDES 3.3 JENKINS 2.3
WUSTON 1.9 MERIWETHER 2.2 JOHNSON 2.2
NEWTON 3.1 TROUP 2.6 LANIER 1.1
PAULDING 2.0 WALTON 2.6 LINCOLN .06
SPALDING 3.0 POLK 3.6 MILLER 1.1
WALKER 3.0 ROME 2.9 MONROE 2.2
MADISON 3.1 FANNIN 2.2 PIKE 1.8
EFFINGHAM 2.1 THOMASVILL 1.4 TOOMBS 3.1
JACKSON 3.0 TIFT 2.4 TWIGGS .9
PEACH 1.5 JEFFERSON 3.3 UNION 1.8
DADE 2.5 WHITFIELD 1.6 WILCOX 2.3
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